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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE COMMUNITY
ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES OFFICE

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 29, 2012

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME, TERRORISM,
AND HOMELAND SECURITY,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:06 a.m., in room
2141, Rayburn Office Building, the Honorable Trey Gowdy pre-
siding.

Present: Representatives Gowdy, Adams, Conyers, Scott, Jackson
Lee, Pierluisi, Chu, and Polis.

Staff present: (Majority) Caroline Lynch, Subcommittee Chief
Counsel; Sheila Schreiber, Counsel; Harold Damelin, Counsel,
Sarah Allen, Counsel, Arthur Radford Baker, Counsel; Lindsay
Hamilton, Clerk; (Minority) Aaron Hiller, Counsel, Joe
Graupenberger, Counsel; and Veronica Eligan, Professional Staff
Member.

Mr. GowDY. Good Morning. This is the Subcommittee on Crime,
Terrorism, and Homeland Security. Welcome to an oversight hear-
ing on the United States Department of Justice Community Ori-
en(ii:ed Policing Services Office. The Subcommittee will come to
order.

Welcome to today’s oversight hearing. I would like to especially
thank and welcome Director Melekian. Have I pronounced your
name correctly? And thank you for joining us today.

I am also joined by my distinguished colleague from Virginia, the
Ranking Member of the Subcommittee, Mr. Bobby Scott.

I am also joined by the Ranking Member of the full Committee,
former Chairman of the full Committee, Mr. Conyers, from Michi-
gan.

Mr. CONYERS. Top of the morning.

Mr. Gowpy. Mr. Pierluisi from Puerto Rico. Welcome to all.

I am going to enter into the record, hopefully without objection,
the opening statement of Chairman Sensenbrenner.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sensenbrenner follows:]
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Prepared Statement of the Honorable F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr., a Rep-
resentative in Congress from the State of Wisconsin, and Chairman, Sub-
committee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Security

Today’s hearing examines the grant programs administered by the Community
Oriented Policing Services Office, known as the COPS Office, at the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice. Throughout the early 1990s, national violent crime rates sky-
rocketed. In response to this problem, Congress established the COPS Program in
1994 and initially funded it with nearly $9 billion dollars between 1995 and 2000.
DOJ also created the COPS Office to distribute and monitor these federal funds.

The goal of the COPS hiring program was to place 100,000 additional police offi-
cers engaged in so-called “community policing” on the streets by the end of 2000.
Whether this goal of an additional 100,000 officers was ever met is a matter of dis-
pute. And, even more importantly, there is strong disagreement over whether the
COPS hiring program has been effective in reducing violent crime.

Despite spending billions of dollars on the program since its inception, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office has estimated that the COPS hiring program is only
responsible for a 1.3 percent decline in overall crime rates between 1993 and 2000.
This is simply not a good return on our investment.

During the mid-2000s, as national crime rates continued to plummet, Congress
stopped funding the COPS hiring program entirely in 2006 and 2007 and appro-
priated just $20 million for the program in 2008. And the crime rates continued
their decline.

However, in 2009, as part of the Administration’s economic stimulus plan, Con-
gress appropriated $1 billion for COPS hiring grants in the Recovery Act with vir-
tually no strings attached. Congress waived any matching requirement and the
COPS Office allowed the funds to be used to pay the salaries of existing officers
rather than hire new ones. This wasn’t a crime fighting program—it was a jobs pro-

am.

The bloated funding continues. For Fiscal Years 2010 to 2012, Congress appro-
priated an additional $700 million for COPS hiring grants. And now President
Obama has requested a staggering $4.25 BILLION in COPS funds for Fiscal Year
2013. This, despite the fact that crime rates are at their lowest in 30 years, despite
concerns raised by GAO and the Inspector General about the administration of
these grants, and despite the fact that some recipients are exploiting this program
to supplant rather than support the hiring of new officers.

It 1s clear to me that the purpose of the program has shifted from addressing vio-
lent crime nationwide to subsidizing state and local law enforcement agencies with
budget problems. The responsibility to fund and manage routine state and local law
enforcement efforts has been and should remain with the state and local govern-
ments.

This program was intended to address an acute crime problem that no longer ex-
ists and has now become a program to bail out state and local governments that
made fiscally irresponsible decisions.

The City of San Francisco began a program in 2008 that allowed police officers
to retire at age 55 and then be rehired by the police department. Once rehired,
these officers were then entitled to receive—at the same time—both a full salary,
which could be upwards of six figures, and retirement payments, which were depos-
ited in a tax-deferred account that guaranteed a 4% return. Upon leaving the de-
partment for the second time, the officers received the so-called retirement pay-
ments that had accrued as a lump sum.

In many cases, police officers left their second tours of duty with lump sums in
the mid-six figures. A comptroller’s report found that this outrageous program is ex-
pected to cost the city an additional $52 million to re-hire retired officers rather
than new recruits. And yet, the COPS Office awarded San Francisco hiring grants
worth over $16 million in 2009 alone.

In these difficult economic times, when the federal government must drastically
reduce its spending, we simply cannot continue to spend money without verifying
that funds are being used as effectively and efficiently as possible, and only for the
purpose Congress intends.

I welcome the Director of the COPS Office, Bernard Melekian and look forward
to your testimony today.

Mr. GowDYy. And with that, we will recognize the gentleman from
Virginia for his opening statement.



3

Mr. ScorT. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and I apologize for my voice,
but it is actually getting better.

I would like to welcome Director Melekian in here today to dis-
cuss the important role of the COPS Office in making us safer in
this country. The COPS program awards grants to state, local, and
tribal law enforcement agencies throughout the United States, so
they can hire and train law enforcement officers to participate in
community policing, purchase and deploy new crime fighting tech-
nologies, and develop and test new and innovative policing strate-
gies.

The COPS Office was instituted not only with the goal of hiring
an additional 100,000 police officers, but also to promote commu-
nity policing. Community policing is a model of police work involv-
ing a partnership between the police and the local residents, which
expands the focus of the police from arrests, to intervention and
prevention problem-solving.

This is a shift from deploying police officers and patrol cars to
randomly cruise the streets and to answer calls for assistance to
deploying them on the street and encouraging them to establish on-
going relationships with residents.

This is often described as returning to a model of cops on the
beat, which is when officers get to know the residents on their beat
and thereby better understand the community’s crime problems
and broader needs.

Of course, the better relationships that police officers have with
the community, the more likely it is that residents will share im-
portant information with police, and obviously assist in investiga-
tions. In this model of policing, officers have more discretion and
can go beyond making arrests, to analyzing problems and respond-
ing to them with community cooperation. In this way, local law en-
forcement officers are more effective in protecting citizens because
they prevent crimes from occurring in the first place, save tax-
payers money, because of all of the associated savings related to in-
vestigation, prosecution, and incarceration for crimes not com-
mitted.

I believe that the COPS program has been a success and a model
on how smarter, proactive strategies for fighting crime are superior
to strategies that simply react to crime and cost more in terms of
victimization and taxpayers’ money.

So, I look forward to the discussion today about how the COPS
Office is implementing this important program, and ways in which
we may be able to better strengthen it, and make it even more ca-
pable of carrying out its important role.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Mr. Scott. I would now recognize the
gentleman from Michigan, if he would like to take the opportunity
for an opening statement.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, Chairman Gowdy, and Members of the
Committee. We all join in welcoming Bernard Melekian, the Direc-
tor of Community Oriented Police Services.

Just two things to add to what Ranking Member Scott has al-
ready said. The first is that from my point of view, the COPS pro-
gram is one of the most successful ever produced by the Judiciary
Committee. And I would like to try to show why this program is
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money well spent and what we need to do to reaffirm our commit-
ment to providing assistance to local law enforcement in this coun-
try.

First of all, the COPS program creates jobs. It started off under
Clinton. It has funded more than 123,000 state and local officers
in communities across the country. Now, some jurisdictions are ac-
tually laying off police officers, but the COPS program makes us
safer, and I fully support it. And I think the case will be made very
clearly here this morning.

In fact, former Attorney General John Ashcroft said, and I quote,
“The COPS program has been one of the most successful programs
that we have ever worked with.”

Now in addition, yesterday I have introduced H.R. 4098, of which
the director has been made aware, and called the Shield Our
Streets Act, to provide specific funding for places that have particu-
larly high crime areas, like, for example, Highland Park, Michigan,
whose lighting systems have been cut off because of their financial
distress, and the safety issues become paramount there.

And so I welcome you to the Committee again, and we look for-
ward to your testimony.

Thank you, Chairman Gowdy.

Mr. GowpY. Thank you, Mr. Conyers.

It is now my pleasure to introduce today’s witness. Mr. Bernard
Melekian was selected as the Director of the Office of Community
Oriented Policing Services in October 2009. He has 36 years of
local law enforcement experience, including serving as the chief of
police for the City of Pasadena for 13 years. He also served with
the Santa Monica Police Department for 23 years, where he was
awarded the Medal of Valor in 1978 and the Medal of Courage in
1980.

Mr. Melekian served in the United States Army from 1967 to
1970. As a member of the United States Coast Guard Reserve, he
was called to active duty in 1991, during Operation Desert Storm,
and served in Saudi Arabia. Director Melekian served a second
tour of active duty in 2003, when he served for 8 months in the
Pacific. He retired from the Coast Guard Reserves in 2009, after
26 years of service.

Director Melekian holds a bachelor’s degree in American history
and a master’s degree in public administration, both from Cali-
fornia State University North Ridge. He is a graduate of the 150th
session of the FBI National Academy, and the 20th class of the
California Command College.

Director Melekian’s written statement will be entered into the
record in its entirety.

I would ask that you summarize your testimony, to the extent
you can, in 5 minutes or less. To help you stay within the time pa-
rameters there is a lighting system, which you are probably famil-
iar with. The colors mean the same thing they mean in everyday
life. Green means go, yellow means speed up, and hope there is not
a police officer around, and red means stop.

I now recognize Director Melekian. And welcome.
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TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE BERNARD K. MELEKIAN, DI-
RECTOR, OFFICE OF COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING
SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Mr. MELEKIAN. Good Morning, Mr. Chairman, and Ranking
Member Scott, and distinguished Members of the Committee.

Thank you for the opportunity today to discuss the Office of Com-
munity Oriented Policing Services, or COPS. I would like to discuss
with you our fiscal year 2013 budget request, our management and
oversight of valuable Federal resources, the impact of the current
economy on local law enforcement, and why the COPS Office is just
as important today as when it was founded.

The mission of the COPS Office is to advance public safety
through community policing. Community policing is best defined as
building partnerships to solve community problems. The commu-
nity policing philosophy has served as the foundation for successful
law enforcement practices from Houston, Texas, where police offi-
cers mentor at-risk youth, to Allentown, Pennsylvania, where com-
munity policing officers will be hired to focus on campus rape re-
duction, to Racine, Wisconsin, where officers buy homes in high
crime neighborhoods, use those homes as substations to reduce
crime, and ultimately resell the homes to needy families.

Community policing in both practice and philosophy is an effec-
tive solution to addressing public safety. Findings from the 2005
GAO report demonstrated that COPS funds increase community
policing capacity, and were a contributing factor to the reduction
of crime in the 1990’s.

I would like briefly to discuss the President’s budget request for
the COPS Office, and our oversight and accountability measures
regarding taxpayer dollars appropriated to us.

The budget requests approximately $290 million for the COPS
Office, including $257 million for hiring programs. These funds will
be focused on hiring military veterans as law enforcement officers,
providing an opportunity to support those who are returning home
from their tours of active duty.

We are committed to operating our office in the most efficient
way possible, while continuing to advance public safety. We have
made it a top priority to minimize our operational costs. In 2011,
we transferred our IT infrastructure to a consolidated DOJ system,
saving approximately $5 million over the next 5 years. We have
also curbed expenditures on supplies, materials, travel, training,
awards, and overtime.

In light of the recent OIG findings on conferences, we issued new
instructions to grantees, and have trained our staff on the new
guidelines. As always, we seek to minimize conference costs, and
avoid either the fact or the appearance of extravagant spending.

We also collaborate closely with the Office of Audit, Assessment
and Management to improve operating efficiency and effectiveness.
Since fiscal year 2007, we have recovered nearly $4.7 million
through the resolution of audits.

The COPS Office also closely monitors trends occurring in law
enforcement, and we have found that the loss of capacity due to the
economy is shocking. As shown in a report published by our office,
approximately 10,000 law enforcement positions have been lost
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through layoffs, and local hiring freezes will leave an additional
30,000 positions unfilled.

It is highly likely that the numbers that I am quoting to you are
low. In Camden, New Jersey, the city with one of the highest crime
rates in the country, nearly 50 percent of its police department was
laid off.

There are scores of other examples highlighted in this report. I
would ask your consent to include a copy in the record of my testi-
mony.

American law enforcement is changing, and I believe the next
few years will be a period of significant innovation. Moving for-
ward, the challenge will be to balance the public’s expectations and
demands on police with the department’s fiscal capacity to perform
its core mission.

Changes are likely to occur in four areas: Greater use of civilians
as both employees and volunteers, greater use of technology, alter-
native delivery of non-emergency services, and consolidation and
regionalization.

Because of the history of our office, we have come to be seen in
some circles as only providing funds for hiring. That is not and
never has been our sole objective. We also provide a broad range
of robust technical assistance resources. We have disseminated
over 6 million training products and publications, and have trained
nearly 700,000 policing professionals and community leaders.

We are partnering with the Bureau of Justice Assistance on the
Officer Safety and Wellness Group, which brings together law en-
forcement leaders and criminal justice practitioners to share their
broad perspectives in this area.

COPS is making an impact at the local level. For example, in Las
Vegas, we are coordinating with the Civil Rights Division to help
develop a response to address community concerns.

I want this office to become known as supporting innovation as
much as it is for hiring police officers.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify, and I look forward to
answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Melekian follows:]
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Introduction

Good morning, Chairman Sensenbrenner, Ranking Member Scott, and distinguished
Members of the Subcommittee, and thank you for this opportunity to discuss the Office of
Community Oriented Policing Services, or COPS Office as we’re commonly called, and our
work with partners in state, local and tribal law enforcement. The programs and resources
offered by the COPS Office provide law enforcement agencies with a variety of community
policing strategies for enhancing public safety and assisting in meeting existing and changing
priorities within their communities. Today, T would like to discuss our work at the COPS Office
in greater detail, including our Fiscal Year 2013 budget request and management and oversight
of valuable federal resources, how the COPS Office is helping law enforcement navigate changes
brought upon by the current economy, and how the COPS Office is just as important now, if not
more so, than it was in the mid- and late-1990s.

Attorney General Eric Holder asked me to lead the COPS Office in October of 2009.
Since then, T am continually impressed by the dedicated professionals within the COPS Oftice
that make us the national leader in community policing. I came to Washington from Pasadena,
California, where I served in local law enforcement for 36 years, including 13 years as the Police
Chief in Pasadena. | also have 28 years of military service, 25 of it in the Coast Guard. While in
Pasadena, | also served as the Acting Fire Chief and spent a year as the Acting City Manager.
After more than three decades of service in law enforcement, all of these opportunities have
provided me with a unique perspective and prepared me to serve as the Director of the COPS
Office. The honor of serving as the Director of the COPS Office has afforded me an ongoing
learning opportunity and the ability to work with colleagues and friends in the law enforcement
field.



The mission of the COPS Office is to advance public safety through community policing.
Community policing is defined as building partnerships to solve community problems. As you
know, the office was created in 1994 in a bipartisan effort to invest in the safety of our nation’s
neighborhoods, and we're currently operating under a law that was sponsored by Chairman
Sensenbrenner and signed on January 5, 2006. Since our creation in 1994, the COPS Office has
provided more than $8 billion in hiring dollars to add more than 123,000 community policing
officers to the nation’s streets.

1t has never been enough to simply count the officers funded. It is far more critical to
measure what those officers have contributed to the safety of the neighborhoods and
communities that employ them. In Pasadena, we averaged over 20 gang-related homicides a
year for a number of years. Most of our victims were young men of color. We addressed that
issue in a very meaningful fashion, and as a result, we had thirty consecutive months of zero
homicides. This was due in large measure to the extra personnel provided to us by the COPS
Office.

Too often, we talk about violent crime in the abstract. We talk about things like
frequency of occurrence and trend lines. We use phrases like hot-spot policing or patterns of
disorder. But what we don’t talk about enough, and what community policing strives to focus
on, is individuals and shattered lives. As a police chief, I've sat in too many living rooms telling
a parent that his or her child isn’t coming home. 1t was the principles of community policing that
helped me to reduce the number of such visits 1 had to make.

At the root of effective community policing is the intent to develop and implement
strategies and processes that are fair, inspire public confidence, contribute to mutual trust and
respect between police and citizens, and solve community problems. We are fortunate, because 1
believe that in the coming years, the investment that we’ve made in community policing will pay
dividends as we deal with the challenges facing our communities.

The community policing philosophy continues to serve as the foundation for successful
law enforcement practices and services. From the T.A.P.S. program in Houston, Texas, where
police officers mentor at-risk youth; to Allentown, Pennsylvania, where 10 community policing
officers will be hired to focus solely on the reduction of rape; to the Community Policing
Housing Program in Racine, Wisconsin, where police officers buy homes in high crimes areas,
work to reduce crime, and then resell the homes to families in need; community policing has
longevity and sustainability and has been proven as an effective solution to addressing public
safety needs. These are just three of many examples of how the federal government, through
grant funding, training and technical assistance, and other resources, can accelerate the work at
the local level and advance public safety through community policing.

Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Request

T’d like to briefly discuss the President’s budget request for the COPS Office, which was
released on February 13, but more thoroughly review the oversight and accountability measures
of our office regarding the taxpayer dollars appropriated to COPS. The President’s budget
requests approximately $290 million for the COPS Office, including $257 million for the hiring
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program, which will be used to fund officers to support the efforts of state, local and tribal law
enforcement agencies in meeting the ever-growing challenge of keeping their communities safe.
For the current fiscal year and the 2013 budget request, our hiring dollars will be focused on
hiring military veterans as law enforcement officers, which 1’1l discuss in more detail later in my
testimony.

Last year and continuing this year, the COPS Office implemented sweeping changes to
our COPS Hiring Program that I believe will change misperceptions that the COPS Office only
funds officers but doesn’t make an impact on crime. I've often said that the COPS Office is not
going to solve the budgeting problems of local law enforcement, but we can help police
departments and sheriffs’ offices solve specific crime and public safety problems. For the first
time in our history, COPS Hiring Program applicants were asked to identify a public safety
problem and describe in detail how they will use proven community policing strategies to
address this problem.

As a former police chief, I have been practicing community policing for many years, but
upon coming to the COPS Office | realized that capturing and measuring community policing
implementation has long been a challenge, in spite of the benefits to supporting strategic
planning, training, and other initiatives. To date, there has been no easy way of assessing the
extent to which law enforcement agencies are successfully practicing community policing.
However, the COPS Office has worked with practitioners and others to develop the Community
Policing Self-Assessment Tool (CP-SAT), which will help agencies perform a self-assessment of
their implementation of community policing. Grantees that receive a COPS Hiring grant will be
required to take the assessment tool at the beginning and the end of the grant, which allows for a
comprehensive and objective picture of partnership, problem solving, and organizational change
successes, as well as areas that agencies may consider improving upon.

The results will not be used to influence or impact future funding decisions, but rather the
CP-SAT is being provided as a resource to benefit our grantees, and allow us to better tailor our
training and technical assistance opportunities, publications, and other resources. This data will
build on the Government Accountability Office (GAO) evaluation of the impact of COPS grants
from January 2004 to August 2005. The findings from the GAO study demonstrate that COPS
grants resulted in increased community policing capacity of law enforcement agencies and were
a contributing factor to the reduction in the crime rate from 1993 to 2000.

The Administration has placed a strong emphasis on meeting the public safety needs of
the nation’s tribal law enforcement community. The COPS Indian Country Program was created
in Fiscal Year 1999 to provide funding for law enforcement expenses, including hiring and
training new community policing officers, training existing forces, and purchasing new
equipment, technology and vehicles. Because state and local funding is not available to many
tribes for officers and technology, the COPS Office has become one of the primary resources
available to tribal law enforcement agencies seeking to develop and maintain a basic community
policing infrastructure, as well as improve and upgrade their antiquated equipment.

More than $300 million has been invested in the COPS Indian Country Program since
funding was first received in Fiscal Year 1999, and the COPS Office has requested $35 million

Lo
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in Fiscal Year 2013, including $15 million from the COPS Hiring Program, to continue
providing the necessary resources to tribal communities to enhance their law enforcement efforts
and to improve the crime fighting and criminal justice capabilities of tribal governments.

Tt is evident that advancing community policing through knowledge resources increases
the capacity of law enforcement agencies to implement community policing strategies. This is
one of the primary objectives of the COPS Office. The COPS Office has historically provided
outreach to law enforcement agencies and communities through training, technical assistance,
conferences, publications, and best practices to expand the adoption of community policing
nationwide. COPS Community Policing Development (CPD) funds are used to advance the
practice of community policing in law enforcement agencies through training and technical
assistance that enhance the problem-solving skills of law enforcement professionals and the
development of innovative community policing strategies, applied research, guidebooks, and
best practices that emphasize crime prevention. To date, the COPS Office has disseminated over
six million knowledge products and trained nearly 700,000 policing professionals and
community leaders in topics such as violent crime reduction strategies, ethics and integrity,
terrorism prevention and preparedness, school safety, partnership building, problem-solving, and
crime analysis.

In Fiscal Year 2013, the COPS Office is requesting $15 million for the CPD program.
With this funding, COPS plans to further solidify its role as the national voice for community
policing and fund projects that continue to educate new recruits, line supervisors, executive
managers, community groups, and other stakeholders on the principles of community policing
and the importance of partnering with law enforcement agencies to solve problems.

Management and Oversight of Taxpayer Dollars

The COPS Office is committed to delivering grants and operating our office in the most
efficient way to leverage taxpayer dollars and to advance public safety through community
policing.

We are under no illusion that we can operate in a “business as usual” manner in the
current economic climate. As state and local governments, police departments, and households
are becoming more frugal and attentive to cost saving measures, the COPS Oftice as well is
looking at its operations to better utilize the appropriations made available to our office.

We have made it a top priority to seek out efficiencies and cost savings, and we have
taken a number of steps to minimize our operational costs. In 2011, the COPS Office transferred
our IT infrastructure to a consolidated Department of Justice (DOJ) system that will save us
approximately $5 million over the next five years. Last year we also curbed expenditures on
supplies, materials, travel, training, awards, and overtime. These areas will be further reduced or
held flat in 2012. We issued new instructions to grantees about minimizing conference costs and
limited the number of COPS employees that are permitted to attend conferences.

The COPS Office sent a memo to grantees providing new guidance on conference
planning, minimization of costs, and conference cost reporting. We asked that they work with
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COPS to strictly minimize costs, ensure we are prudent in our investments, and avoid the fact or
appearance of extravagant spending. This includes such measures as identifying alternative
ways to provide training, such as webinars, acquiring the lowest cost locations and venues,
minimizing travel costs, and ensuring all conference costs are necessary business expenses.

In addition to tightening our own budget, we closely monitor the funding that is awarded
to our grantees. The COPS Office Grant Monitoring Division was established in 1998 to assess
grantee progress in meeting the terms and conditions of COPS grants, assist grantees in their
grant implementation, and document and disseminate law enforcement best practices. Routine
monitoring activities also assist in tracking the progress and success of COPS funding programs
and the advancement of community policing. As well as compliance assessment, the Grant
Monitoring Division seeks to acquire and share knowledge of effective community policing
programs, strategies, and practices which may merit replication in other communities.

The most common methods of monitoring by the COPS Office are site visits, office-
based grant reviews, complaints/allegations, and progress reports. The Grant Monitoring
Division utilizes a Grant Assessment Tool (GAT), which is a decision support system designed
to perform an annual analysis of the risk associated with each COPS grantee to help establish a
monitoring plan for the fiscal year. Risk ratings for each grantee are calculated based on data
pulled from COPS award management and financial databases. This risk assessment relies on 19
separate criteria, which are summed and averaged to generate a risk score that is used to
determine which grants will be selected for on-site monitoring during the fiscal year.

On-site monitoring is generally conducted through a one-day or two-day site visit,
including an entrance interview with law enforcement and government executives, a thorough
programmatic and financial review of the grants awarded, and community visits to businesses,
neighborhood associations, and/or sub-stations where COPS staff can observe a department’s
community policing efforts firsthand. Agencies are notified in writing of the results and any
actions necessary to remedy identified grant violations.

Also based on the risk assessment criteria previously described, certain grantees are
selected for reviews conducted at the COPS Office. These office-based grant reviews (OBGR)
serve as a supplemental activity in support of our overall grant monitoring strategy, and are
intended to provide grant monitoring oversight to a population of grantees that may not qualify
for on-site visits due to their location and/or amount of grant funding. Similar to an on-site grant
review, an OBGR begins with an internal examination of grant documentation, followed by
contact with the grantee to collect any additional and/or supporting documentation demonstrating
compliance with grant conditions and requirements. COPS Office staff work with grantees to
correct any identified problems or deficiencies through telephone contact or written
correspondence.

We also respond to complaints from citizens, labor associations, media, and other
sources. Any written complaints or allegations of non-compliance are resolved via direct contact
with the grantee in question, in a manner similar to that used for issues identified through either
site visits or office-based grant reviews.
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Lastly, COPS Office Progress Reports are annual and quarterly reports that document the
programmatic and financial progress of grant implementation. Grantees are required to submit
progress reports for each grant they receive. Progress reports cover all grant activity and
expenditures over the reporting period, including but not limited to officers and civilians hired,
equipment or technology purchased, and community policing activities.

In 2007, the COPS Office began working with the then newly-established Office of
Audit, Assessment, and Management (OAAM), which was created through the Department of
Justice Reauthorization Act of 2005 and subsequently housed within the Office of Justice
Programs (OJP). The COPS Office has collaborated closely with OAAM since its inception to
improve operating efficiency and effectiveness and enhance programmatic oversight for all DOJ
grant-making agencies. As its primary achievement to date, a grant assessment tool was
developed by the OAAM inter-agency working group to provide a common, organized
framework and methodology for systematically and objectively assessing risk associated with
grants and/or grantees through a standard set of criteria. By using this tool, COPS and OJP can
work to ensure that grantees most in need of assistance are aided through on-site and desk-based
monitoring efforts, and that monitoring activities are prioritized based on potential vulnerabilities
while simultaneously fostering consistency across all DOJ grant-making components.

In addition, the COPS Office Audit Liaison Division is responsible for the resolution and
closure of both individual grantee audits and large-scale programmatic and/or procedural audits
performed by the DOJ Office of the Inspector General (O1G). The primary objective of OIG
audits is to assess compliance with grant conditions and to promote economy, efficiency, and
effectiveness in the administration of grant awards and grant programs. Audit recommendations
most commonly fall into the areas of unallowable or unsupported costs, failure to submit all
required programmatic or financial status reports in a timely manner, unsupported local match
contributions, and supplanting issues.

Grantees are responsible for remedying any grant noncompliance that is identified
through any monitoring or auditing activities. Remedies for noncompliance may include, but are
not limited to, suspending grant funding, repaying misused grant funds, voluntary withdrawal
from or involuntary termination of remaining grant funds, and restrictions from receiving future
COPS grants. Between Fiscal Year 2007 and Fiscal Year 2011, the COPS Oftice recovered
nearly $4.7 million through the resolution of grantee audits.

The COPS Office is an active member of, and currently chairing, the DOJ Grants
Challenges Working Group, which is made up of senior representatives from COPS, OJP, and
the Office on Violence Against Women (OVW). This group meets regularly to address both
specific grant management issues identified by the OIG and other Department-wide grants
challenges in a collaborative way. Last fiscal year, this group finalized the first Department-
wide High Risk Grantee Policy, which means that for the first time all three grant-making
agencies are sharing one high risk grantee list and working collectively to address the specific
issues that can make a grantee “high risk.” DOIJ high risk grantees can still receive new DOJ
grant awards, but they include special conditions that are designed to help remedy the high risk
factors.
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In addition, last year the Grants Challenges Working Group also developed and launched
a comprehensive on-line Financial Management Training program that is now available to all
Department of Justice grantees, whether from COPS, OJP, or OVW. This program is free of
charge to all DOJ grantees and covers all important financial management requirements for DOJ
grants.

In light of the recent OIG audit findings on conferences, the COPS Office has met with
the service provider for our upcoming small-scale conference to discuss the findings and
recommendations outlined in the OIG audit report. The COPS Office has fully documented how
those recommendations will be incorporated into the planning and implementation of this year’s
conference and followed the recommendations outlined in the audit report when developing last
year’s post-conference reports. Additionally, all COPS staft members working on other external
meetings have been trained on how the OIG recommendations and new COPS guidelines must
be incorporated into the planning, implementation, and reporting processes.

These were just a few examples of how the COPS Office, and the entire Department of
Justice, works to ensure that scarce federal resources are being properly spent by grantees and
that we’re making wise investments of taxpayer dollars.

Policing in the New Economy

While all levels of government are trying to find efficiencies and properly spend public
dollars, the entire country was recently introduced to the largest fiscal crisis since the Great
Depression. Historically, these recessions come and go and then police departments go back to
normal. Like many in the law enforcement profession, [ believe that the changes we are
currently enduring as a result of the economic downturn will fundamentally change policing over
the next several years. These changes are permanent, or will at least be long-term.

The economy will recover, but it is unlikely that law enforcement budgets will ever
return to pre-2008 levels where law enforcement consumed 25-40% of general fund budgets.
Law enforcement is coming to grips with the fact that their business has changed.

In a report published by the COPS Office last October based on data and surveys from a
number of law enforcement trade associations and research groups, approximately 10,000 law
enforcement positions have been lost through layoffs, and hiring freezes in departments
nationwide will leave approximately 30,000 positions unfilled. It is likely that the numbers I am
quoting to you are low. Never before have we seen layoffs and furloughs on this scale. ILn every
corner of this country, state, local and tribal police departments are laying off officers and
civilian staff, or moditying their operations as a result of budget cuts.

While the estimates are staggering, specific examples are even more shocking. The city
of Camden, New Jersey, the city with the highest crime rate in the state, laid off nearly 50% of
its police department. And in the city of Pontiac, Michigan, they turned public safety duties over
to the county as a result of local budget shortfalls.
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Indeed, American law enforcement is changing, and I believe the next few years will be a
period of significant innovation. Moving forward, the challenge will be balancing the public’s
expectations and demands on police with a department’s fiscal capacity to perform its core
mission.

We can no longer disguise the budget cuts by reducing training, keeping fleets in service
for another year, by not backfilling retirements, or any of the common approaches. This
challenge will need to be overcome with fewer officers, with less experienced officers, with far
less overtime, and without many of the options that have previously existed. In many cities, law
enforcement is already down to the essentials, and 1 believe the ultimate result will be a
fundamental shift in how American cities and towns are policed. No viable enhancements
should be taken off of the table.

Today, I would like to highlight a few of the ways in which we see local law
enforcement adapting and how the COPS Office can help. Those include the use of technology,
public and private partnerships, regionalization and consolidation, and an increase in civilians
and volunteers.

Over the last decade we have seen dramatic increases in the use of technology that helps
citizens communicate with law enforcement. From on-line reporting forms to the use of direct
cell phone access to officers, it is now possible to completely bypass traditional communications
centers, and in many ways it has never been easier for citizens to communicate incident
information to law enforcement.

But technology is not just about how citizens connect to law enforcement; it also has the
power to change how law enforcement shares information with the community at large, as well
as with other agencies. The COPS Office has been significantly involved in the ongoing
discussions of the latter, in particular as it relates to issues of interoperability and broadband
communications. And many other entities have begun to focus their attention on the former, in
particular the role that social media and smart phones can play in law enforcement and
community interaction. For example, the International Association of Chiefs of Police has
developed a Center for Social Media, with news, fact sheets, and even model policies on the use
of social media in law enforcement.

Another tool that I believe is emerging in the discussion of service delivery models
concerns the role that private security plays in policing. More than two million people are
believed to be employed in the private security sector in this country — some three times the
number of state and local law enforcement officers that are currently on our streets. To not work
to build collaborative relationships with private security is to miss a key opportunity to partner
with an industry that can potentially serve as a force multiplier. The COPS Office has a
publication that discusses this very relationship, capturing the range, mission, and purposes of
these partnerships, all of which can vary greatly. It also offers guidance on establishing new —
and enhancing existing — partnerships between public safety and private security.

A major shift is the consolidation and regionalization around core functions or entire
departments. Regionalization is often confused with a loss of agency identity. Sometimes this is
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the case, but often agencies can consolidate their core services such as SWAT, Air Operations, or
Major Crimes into a regional service. This saves funds without losing the sense of local control.

The National Sheriffs’ Association has expressed concerns that in some locales, cities are
simply closing their departments and turning their operations over to local sheriffs without any
financial compensation. It is clear that many of the smaller departments in this country are
facing significant challenges in maintaining a sustainable operation.

Another change we have seen is the increased use and better utilization of civilian
employees and a greater reliance on citizen volunteers, handling duties such as scheduling report
calls. There are pros and cons to this strategy, but many departments are moving in that
direction to ensure that sworn officers are able to maintain a presence in communities and not be
tied to a desk writing reports.

Importance of the COPS Office

Like the rest of my colleagues at the COPS Oftice, I am honored to be working in support
of American law enforcement during this era of change. I believe the work of the COPS Oftice,
particularly now, is more important than ever.

The COPS Office is viewed by many as primarily a source of funds to add officers to a
department. That is not, and never has been, the sole objective. Our mission is to advance
public safety through community policing, which is simply building relationships and solving
problems.

Because of the history of our office — adding 123,000 officers to the streets of America —
we have come to be seen as only a hiring office. We also provide a broad range of robust
technical assistance resources, which equip law enforcement with the tools to deal with their
local crime issues.

The federal role is often that of a gatherer and disseminator of best practices and as a
convener on issues of critical importance like officer deaths, controlled electronic device usage,
and reentry.

The COPS Office, in partnership with our sister agency within DOJ, the Bureau of Justice
Assistance (BJA), recently announced the national Officer Safety and Wellness (OSW) Group.
The OSW Group will bring together law enforcement leaders and criminal justice practitioners to
share their broad perspectives on improving officer safety and wellness. Participants in this
group will contribute information and ideas that may enhance officer safety and wellness
products, tools, resources, and services available to the field. The group is comprised of
representatives from law enforcement agencies and associations, federal agencies, and the
research community who can impact public safety, officer health, and wellness.

According to the National Law Enforcement Officers Memorial Fund, 173 officers were
killed last year and for the first time in 14 years, more officers died from firearms-related
incidents than traffic-related incidents. Sixty-eight officers were shot and killed in 2011, up 15
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percent from 2010 when 59 officers died from gunfire. The number of officers killed by
firearms has now risen during each of the past three years. You may ask why the COPS Office is
serving in this capacity since we’re commonly known as a hiring agency, but when one hears
statistics such as this, 1 am proud that we are on the forefront in addressing officer deaths and
leading the way on how local departments can implement strategies to reverse this troubling
trend.

A new project where COPS is making an impact at the local level is in Las Vegas,
Nevada. The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department has experienced several high-profile
shootings, about which many observers have contended that the circumstances surrounding them
were questionable. This project has been developed in partnership with the Civil Rights Division
and its Special Litigation Section to enable the Department of Justice to provide non-punitive
support to local agencies.

The COPS Office will use the COPS Critical Incident Technical Assistance Program to
develop a specific response plan to address the concerns of the community regarding excessive
use of force. This is a unique opportunity that provides access to a range of subject matter
experts who can provide guidance on short notice, develop a tailored approach, and implement
technical assistance in real time.

The COPS Office has a long history of fostering these collaborative efforts, which help
establish best practices and long-term partnerships between the police and the community. We
have an extensive collection of research and issue management resources available, plus a
network of subject matter experts that includes law enforcement professionals, crime and justice
analysts, federal representatives and community leaders. This approach will ensure community
engagement which promotes cooperation and eases tension between the police and the
community. This is a valuable opportunity that could benefit not just Las Vegas, but the entire
law enforcement field and communities everywhere.

We’re also making a difference for military veterans returning from Iraq and
Afghanistan. I’'m proud that the Administration has chosen the COPS Hiring Program to hire
approximately 1,500 police officers, with a focus on recruiting and employing military veterans.
Law enforcement agencies that applied under the 2011 COPS Hiring Program but were not
selected for a grant award will be eligible to apply for funds to either hire new officers, hire back
recently laid-off officers, or maintain officers scheduled to be laid off. Before receiving an
award to hire new officers, law enforcement agencies must commit to hire a military veteran.
This new opportunity for veterans is a commitment to support those who are coming home from
their tour of duty, and we sincerely hope this effort encourages our veterans to continue to
protect and serve the United States through new law enforcement careers.

Conclusion

In all that will change in the coming years and during the inevitable push and pull that
will come from the shifting of public expectations regarding police service, law enforcement
must never lose sight of the fact that they have more capacity to lead change than any other
operational institutions in their communities.
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Law enforcement must see its role in the context of solving community problems, which
is the logical next step. I am committed to further developing the COPS Office into an
organization that supports the type of changes that will be experienced nationwide over the next
5 to 10 years, and want COPS to become relied upon as heavily for supporting visionary
practices as it is for funding the hiring of officers.

On behalf of the COPS Office, I would like to thank you for this opportunity to testify
before you today and I look forward to answering any questions that you may have.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Dr. Melekian.

I would now like to recognize the gentleman from Virginia for his
questioning.

Mr. Scort. Thank you. Mr. Melekian, how do you guarantee that
the localities that need it most are more likely to get funds? How
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do you guarantee that the localities that need the money the most
get the funds?

Mr. MELEKIAN. The challenge for the office this year, and actu-
ally for the last several years, has been, as I mentioned previously,
the impact of the economy has had devastating results on local
economy.

We use an evaluative system in our application process, focusing
on the fiscal health of the agencies, the crime rate of the agencies,
as well as the community policing plans, both in terms of history
and in terms of what they propose to do. The harsh reality is that
our funding, since 2009, has funded roughly 14 percent, 8 percent,
and 10 percent of the applicants. In other words, 90 percent of
those people who apply simply don’t get funded. My guess is that
the need on the next block of applicants, if we went straight down
the list, would be every bit as significant as those who got funded.

But we really focus on fiscal health and crime rate in an effort
to see that we can provide the greatest assistance possible. One of
the goals is to make sure that we maximize the impact of those
Federal dollars, given their limited availability.

Mr. Scort. Thank you. Could you say a word about what you are
doing for veterans?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes. In the 2012 hiring program, we are placing
great emphasis on those men and women who have served at least
180 days of active duty since 9/11 of 2001.

The first priority for any agency that is hiring new officers, that
is, not re-hiring someone who has lost their job, will be focused on
those returning veterans, with an idea particularly toward catching
those folks from Afghanistan and Iraq.

Mr. ScorT. Can you say a word about how community policing
helps solve crimes?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Absolutely. I think, you know, sort of the image
of community policing in some cases is that it is simply a feel-good
program to build a relationship between the police and the commu-
nity.

I came to a community that was experiencing 20 to 25 homicides
a year, and had done so for a long period of time. Through a lot
of community policing efforts, through support from the COPS Of-
fice, through support from other Federal agencies, we actually had
30 months of zero homicides. And we never went back to double
digits for, I think, 7 or 8 years.

The very definition of community policing, of building relation-
ships and solving problems, suggests that if the officers on the beat
know the people who live there, they are much more likely to be
able to obtain information and solve crimes.

I think one of the best indicators, for example, of a successful
community policing program is any agency that has a high rate of
homicide clearances, where those clearances are the result of inves-
tigation. It suggests that both the patrol officers and the detectives
have solid relationships in the community to help them solve that
crime.

Mr. ScoTT. And finally, do you coordinate grants with other DOJ
programs?
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Mr. MELEKIAN. We absolutely do. We work very closely both with
the Office of Justice Programs, particularly the Bureau of Justice
Assistance and the Office on Violence Against Women.

We are focused on making sure that we are not making awards
to the same grantees, that we are coordinating the purposes of our
grants. We recently began participating in the Coordinated Tribal
Assistance effort that 1s designed to streamline the grant-making
process for tribal police agencies.

We participate in and currently chair the High-Risk Grantee
Working Group, with an idea toward ensuring maximum efficiency
of all of DOJ’s grant funds.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentleman from Virginia.

The Chair will now recognize the gentlelady from Florida, who
had a very distinguished career in law enforcement herself. Mrs.
Adams?

Mrs. ADAaMS. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

You know, in the past, you have commented about how hard it
was to measure the effectiveness of the COPS program, you know,
the hiring program and all of that. What have done since being in
charge of the COPS programs to be able to measure the outcomes
and how it is working, the hiring programs?

Mr. MELEKIAN. One of the most fundamental changes that we
have made in the COPS hiring process is to really sort of shift the
focus from the output measure, that is how many officers did we
hire, and begin to measure what did those officers actually accom-
plish in the neighborhoods and communities where they went.

To that end, in 2011, was the first time that grantees were re-
quired to identify specific community problems that they intended
to address. And as part of our oversight and monitoring efforts, we
will be reviewing: (a) what they said they were going to do to ad-
dress the problem; and (b) what they have actually done to make
sure that those two are in alignment.

In 2011, we allowed them to identify three community problems.
In 2012, we have actually focused that down to one community
problem with an eye, again, that we are not going to solve their
local budget problem, but what we can do is help to solve a local
policing problem.

Mrs. ADAMS. The COPS Office was established as separate from
DOJ’s two other major grant-making components, the OVW and
OJP. And the DOJ IG has reported areas where the distinctions
have kind of caused some overlap and duplication in the grant and
administration. So, in what ways might consolidation of these of-
fices, particularly with regard to sharing systems, procedures, and
other administrative processes, yield greater grant oversight and
coordination to reduce cost?

Mr. MELEKIAN. We are very conscious of making sure that we
are proper stewards of the Federal dollar, of the taxpayer dollar.
We view that as one of our core missions. We look very closely, and
I mentioned earlier some of the joint grant working groups that we
have to make sure that we are not sort of blurring the line on that.
That same report mentions that we share a number of administra-
tive systems with OJP. We have done that for a number of years,
again, in the pursuit of greater efficiency, rather than standing
alone.
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Our greatest strength, I think, comes from the fact that we are
focused directly with the local law enforcement agency, we deal di-
rectly with the local law enforcement agency, and our mission to
that end is unique within the Justice grant-making components.

Mrs. ADAMS. How many people, including both DOJ employees
and contractors, currently work in the COPS Office? Like, how
many grant managers are responsible for COPS getting the grants?

Mr. MELEKIAN. If I understood the question, we currently have
129 employees, Federal employees in the office. The hiring freeze
that has been in place since, for about——

Mrs. ADAMS. And they work in both?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Pardon me?

Mrs. ApAMS. They are both DOJ and contractors that work
in——

Mr. MELEKIAN. And I was going to say, and 70 contractors, so a
total of 209 persons.

Mrs. ADAMS. How many active grants does the COPS Office cur-
rently manage?

Mr. MELEKIAN. A little over 4,000.

Mrs. ApamMs. What is the average number of active grants as-
signed to a grant manager?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Roughly, 400.

Mrs. ApDAMS. In 2009, DOJ Inspector General advised your office
of the potential overlap in purposes between the Byrne JAG grants
and the COPS hiring grants. Isn’t it correct that a Byrne JAG
grant can be used for essentially any purpose allowed by a COPS
hiring grant?

Mr. MELEKIAN. In theory, that is true. We have very little evi-
dence to indicate that that has happened. One of the things that
is distinctive about Byrne JAG is that it is generally a block grant,
whereas, again, the COPS grant goes directly to the agency in
question for a very specific purpose. Additionally, our grants are for
3 years, and the grantee is required to maintain that grant, at local
expense, for an additional 12 months. Byrne JAG doesn’t carry that
requirement.

Mrs. ADaMS. Have you gone back to look at, over the years, these
COPS hiring programs, how many police officers are still there that
were hired under these programs, and how long of a tenure have
they had?

Mr. MELEKIAN. We have tried to look into that, and I can try to
get back to you on that. I don’t have that number off the top of my
head. I can tell you, from a lot of years as a police chief, that those
posi::iions were absorbed into the local budget after the grant ex-
pired.

Mrs. ADAMS. And wouldn’t it be fair to say that, although, I
agree that having more police officers is better than not having
enough, because I was one of them that called for help from time
to time, but also, I believe, it is the laws on the books that keep
the bad people behind the bars for the duration of the time they
should be behind the bars. That is a big help for law enforcement,
wouldn’t you agree?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I certainly agree that that is a significant factor.
One of the focuses that we made when we were dealing with the
violence reduction program I talked about was to identify the worst
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offenders, and make sure that our enforcement efforts were focused
at them, rather than sort of at the community as a whole.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentlelady from Florida.

The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from Michigan, Mr.
Conyers.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, Chairman Gowdy. I appreciate your
testimony, Director Melekian.

Let’s turn to the Detroit police situation with me, would you?
They have had to restructure, and there is a struggle to preserve
maybe as much as 100 jobs in the police department. Because of,
I think, your program’s existing grants, we were able to preserve
about 75 of those jobs, and I was wondering if you happen to have
enough information to discuss this particular situation with me
this morning?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I do, and at least to some degree, and if it ex-
ceeds my capacity sitting here in front of you this morning, I will
make sure that we get whatever information you require. The chal-
lenge that Detroit is facing is playing out all over this country.
There are agencies, large and small, that are laying off, losing posi-
tions, and struggling to figure out how do they deliver police serv-
ices in this economically challenged environment.

Mr. CONYERS. Have you or any of your people had any contact
with Police Chief of Detroit Ralph Godbee?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes. I have spoken personally with Godbee on
several occasions, and he is a very active participant in the na-
tional planning efforts that take place here in Washington under
the COPS umbrella.

Mr. CONYERS. Is there any description you can give me of what
the state of affairs and your organization’s relationship to the De-
troit police department are currently?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I would describe the relationship with Chief
Godbee and with the members of his staff as extremely positive. I
know that he is struggling in a very creative fashion. He has obvi-
ously got significant criminal justice issues to face. The department
is stretched in a number of ways, and the COPS Office is striving
to help the Detroit police department in the ways that we are striv-
ing to help agencies all over the country.

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, it is my understanding that you have al-
ready helped us preserve roughly 75 Detroit police officers’ posi-
tions.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Correct.

Mr. CoNYERS. Is that correct?

Mr. MELEKIAN. It is, sir.

Mr. CoNYERS. Can we stay in touch, if not with you, with some-
body on your staff about this as we go along, because there is no
better way I can be of help to them than by working with your or-
ganization to see that this gets balanced out. I am going to be talk-
ing with him either today or tomorrow.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Absolutely.

Mr. CONYERS. Now, finally, since this is the authorizing Sub-
committee, and a part of the full Committee that deals with this
COPS program, what friendly advice would you give us as to some-
thing you would like to see done differently, added, or deleted, as
we move forward with the legislative end of this program?
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Mr. MELEKIAN. Probably is a longer answer than the clock may
permit, but I would hope that the Committee does review the re-
port that I made reference to, and really grasp what is happening
to local agencies, large and small, across the country. I have never
seen this loss of capacity. The things that I can describe, you know,
from my tenure as a police chief, was, quite frankly, in an environ-
ment where the economy, at worst, in bad years, meant holding
static.

The devastation across the country, there’s an NIJ report that
was issued recently that talked about the need to change police
business practices. I think we want to work much more closely
with this Committee on how we can maximize the use of Federal
dollars in the face of that reality.

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, thank you very much.

Could I get one additional minute, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. GowbDy. Without objection.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you.

Now, without being combative, do you have as good a relation-
ship with the Senate side as you do with the House side in this
program that you lead?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I believe so.

Mr. CONYERS. Wait a minute. You believe so? Well, that is a
pretty political response. So, I will see you after the hearing.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentleman from Michigan.

Director Melekian, you mentioned, I am going to go off script
here, which is something I have been advised repeatedly not to do,
but you mentioned homicide clearance rates as some indicator of
success. Do you consider a homicide cleared at the time a warrant
is signed, at the time the true bill is handed down, or at the time
you go to court and there is actually a resolution of the case?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Generally, it is when a suspect has been affirma-
tively identified and enough evidence developed to take that person
into custody.

Mr. Gowpy. Even if there is a dismissal or a not guilty?

Mr. MELEKIAN. If the dismissal is around an issue of, sort of,
technical deficiencies, either in the warrant or in the arrest proc-
ess, then I think you may have a training problem or you may just
have an evidentiary reality problem.

If, on the other hand, it is clear that somehow that warrant was
issued in error, and that that person was not responsible, I would
have a different response to that.

Mr. GowDY. So, there is a difference between whether you have
got the right person, and you can’t prove it, or you have got the
Wwrong person.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gowpy. All right. We had a pretty robust discussion yester-
day about the over-criminalization, in general, and then what some
would argue is an over-federalization of crime, in general. And I
am not going to ask you about that, but I think, if I heard you cor-
rectly, and I tried to write it down, you said, “I can’t solve budgets,
but I can solve law enforcement issues.”

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Gowpy. And, first of all, I should have started by saying,
thank you for your service in law enforcement and to our country.
I think you are uniquely well positioned to answer this question.

There are localities and states that have had to make some pret-
ty dramatic changes in the way that they fund other programs, so
they can meet what they consider to be the core functions of state
and local government, which in my judgment would be public safe-
ty and education. So, are we postponing the day of reckoning for
those municipalities who are relying on Federal funding?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I don’t believe so, and I say that because most
agencies, especially in this day and age, for example, the COPS leg-
islation, the agencies are not permitted to supplant their local
budgets. And we pay very close attention to that, to make sure that
that doesn’t occur.

Mr. GowDy. Have there been instances where you found that it
did occur?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Very rarely. Over the last 16 years, I can think
of a handful of occasions, and those were dealt with. But, the fact
of the matter is that the agencies are reaching out to the Federal
Government. And when I first got here, in 2009, it was very clear
that chiefs and sheriffs were struggling to figure out what this new
economic reality meant. I think people have come to terms with
that. They recognize that neither the COPS Office nor any other
Federal agency is going to fix the challenges that they have.

But what they can do, if they are addressing a particular prob-
lem, whether it is a school security issue, or traffic management,
or a specific type of crime problem, or whatever their local problem
is, we have tried to position ourselves to where we can help them
solve that problem, not necessarily solve the totality of what they
are doing. And I think in that spirit it is unlikely that they are
going to become dependent on Federal dollars.

Mr. Gowpy. I am going to read you a quote from someone who
had a very distinguished career in local law enforcement. Tell me
if you recognize it. “The COPS Office and the Federal Government
have poured billions of dollars into the advancement of community
policing. I believe as a practitioner that it has made a difference,”
ellipsis, “in quality of life, but if you ask me to prove it, I am not
sure I could.”

Do you know who said that?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I don’t, but I don’t disagree with it.

Mr. GowDy. It is a quote attributed to you.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Okay. It sounds like something I would say.
[Laughter.]

Mr. GowDY. I am going to allow you to use the lowest standard
of proof that we have, preponderance. Can you prove it now?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I can prove it in the city that I worked in. I can
prove it in the sense of talking to individual chiefs and sheriffs, as
they tell me their stories about what they did. And I can sort of
prove it in a parable form, when I look back at where this profes-
sion was 36 years ago when I came into it, and where it is today.

In terms of proving it, when I said that, it was in terms of prov-
ing it in an academic sense. And it was in the context of a program
that the COPS Office implemented, called CP-SAT, with our 2011
budget, which was our first attempt, as far as I know, the first at-
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tempt, to really try to measure the impact of community policing
on grantees. And they are required to do an assessment, a self-as-
sessment, that is a community self-assessment, at the beginning of
the grant period, and then again at the end of the grant period,
which in most cases is going to be around 2013, 2014.

And our hope is that for the first time we will actually have an
academically rigorous measure. The GAO report in 2005 suggested
that the COPS Office was making a difference, and was, in fact,
advancing community policing.

I don’t know if I have answered your question.

Mr. GowDY. I am out of time, but if Mr. Scott would allow me
one more question.

Mr. Scott. Without objection.

Mr. Gowpy. If you and I were working together and somebody
were described as high risk, that would send off certain signals in
our mind. Help me explain to the folks I work for back home how
high-risk grantees can continue in the program, or can apply for
additional grants. What does high risk mean to you, and do they
have a higher burden to overcome when it comes to seeking new
grants?

Mr. MELEKIAN. The second part of your question is much easier
to answer. They do have a higher burden to overcome. It means
that in some process, and I think the term, the way you started
out, if you and I are working a radio car together, and we say a
person is high risk or a neighborhood is high risk, that sort of is
one context. The idea of a high-risk grantee means that through
any 1 of 19 identified factors, they have demonstrated that they
may be challenged with regards to how they have implemented the
grant.

And so, the result that I mentioned in my remarks about the
high-risk grant challenges group, it is a joint DOJ team effort be-
tween all the DOJ grant-making efforts that look at each compo-
nent’s listing of people that are on that list, why they are on that
list, and we make decisions about who gets evaluated, who is going
to get a site visit. But, in any event, we are paying much closer
attention to them than we would a grantee who is not on that list.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you.

The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from Puerto Rico,
Mr. Pierluisi.

Mr. PierLUISI. Thank you, Chairman. And thank you, Director
Melekian, for your service and your testimony this morning.

I will use the bulk of my time to defend the program that you
administer, and then I will have a couple of specific comments and
questions.

As you know, the COPS Office was created as a result of the Vio-
lent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994. I was attor-
ney general of Puerto Rico at the time, and I lobbied hard for this
law. From where I stood, the need for this legislation could not
have been more evident. In the early 1990’s, Puerto Rico, like so
many other U.S. jurisdictions, was suffering from a wave of violent
crime. In the 5-year period between 1989 and 1993, the number of
homicides on the island more than doubled, from about 460, to over
950. In 1994, there were nearly 1,000 homicides in Puerto Rico. In-
deed, my own family was touched by this violence.
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Director, in your testimony you noted that as police chief in
Pasadena, you had to tell many parents that their child was not
coming home. For me, as for you, violent crime is not an abstract
problem. To the contrary, it is profoundly, intensely, and undeni-
ably personal. I believe that the most solemn duty of our govern-
ment, whether it be Federal, state or local, is to safeguard its citi-
zens. The COPS program is rooted in that simple but powerful
premise.

Thus, while this Subcommittee should ensure that the COPS Of-
fice is effectively performing its mission to advance public safety,
it should not question the overriding importance of the mission
itself.

After the Crime Act was enacted, violent crime in Puerto Rico
began to fall. Between 1994 and 1999, the number of homicides on
the island was cut almost in half, to well under 600. Of course, the
programs created by the Crime Act were not the only factor behind
this reduction in violence, but I do believe that they were a major
contributing factor. Since the program’s inception, over $160 mil-
lion in COPS grants have been awarded to law enforcement agen-
cies in Puerto Rico. These grants have put more than 3,500 new
police officers on Puerto Rico streets.

Nearly every one of our municipalities has benefited from the
grants. These statistics are heartening, but they do not tell the
whole story. The number of lives saved, the number of crimes pre-
vented, and the number of families spared the pain of losing a
loved one are beyond calculation.

However, as you, Director, and the Members of this Sub-
committee are well aware, violent crime in Puerto Rico, as well as
in the neighboring U.S. Virgin Islands, has been on the rise again
since year 2000, even as violent crime nationwide has decreased
substantially. In fact, the murder rate in both Puerto Rico and the
USVI is approximately six times the national average, and nearly
three times higher than any State.

There are a number of factors that have contributed to this spike
in violence, but perhaps the most important is geopolitics. As the
U.S. Government has increased resources along the southwest bor-
der and provided substantial funding to Mexico and Central Amer-
ican nations with the M?rida Initiative, drug trafficking organiza-
tions have returned to familiar routes through the Caribbean to get
their products to market. And according to some estimates, three-
quarters of the murders in Puerto Rico and the USVI are linked
to the drug trade.

So, this leads me to a couple of comments and questions. First,
I appreciate that in determining the grants you are providing, that
you are taking into account crime rate in the jurisdictions involved.
That is very important. It has got to be need-based. At the same
time that you are also taking into account the fiscal effort by the
proponents or the grantees. That is important.

Now, you mentioned that you not only hire cops, but also you
provide technical support. So in the little time remaining, could you
please expand on the kind of technical support you could be giving
to local jurisdictions, and then also the kind of resources you have,
how many people you have trained to give this technical support,
and how you go about it?
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Mr. MELEKIAN. In the life of the COPS Office, we have been fo-
cused very significantly on the Island of Puerto Rico. Nearly $170
million in COPS funding has gone directly to the Island. We also
participated in the Department of Justice working group, which is
a subcommittee of a White House working group.

Mr. PIERLUISI. Mr. Chairman, would you give the witness two
3d‘§litiona1 minutes just to finish explaining what I asked him to
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Mr. GowDYy. The witness may finish answering Mr. Pierluisi’s
question.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Pi1ERLUISI. Thank you so much.

Mr. MELEKIAN. We work with the DOJ working group in Puerto
Rico, which is a subset of the White House working group on the
Island, and we are working with a number of Federal agencies on
dealing with the issues that you pointed out.

We also, through our community policing development, fund a
number of projects that may well be relevant to the issues that you
raise, not the least of which is the National Network of Safe Com-
munities, out of John Jay College, which right now is about 51 ju-
risdictions that are attempting to sort of share information on how
they have addressed specific crime problems, and what are best
practices in policing.

We also have a separate project that is outsourced, in effect, that
evaluates the impact of significant policing events. And I would be
happy to work with your office and your staff to see what other
programs we have from the COPS Office that is directly related to
the issues you have raised.

Mr. PiERLUISI. Thank you.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentleman from Puerto Rico.

The Chair will now recognize the gentlelady from California, Ms.
Chu.

Ms. CHU. Thank you.

Director Melekian, it is such a pleasure to have you here today.
I represent the San Gabriel Valley, which is east of Los Angeles,
in California. Of course, it has Pasadena in it. Your dedicated serv-
ice to the City of Pasadena as the police chief, acting fire chief, and
acting city manager is well noted. But more specifically, your 36
years serving in local law enforcement makes you so well suited to
y0(111r current role. And I so, again, appreciate your being here
today.

You are also well known for the No More Dead Children initia-
tive. At one point, Pasadena had multiple years of 20 to 25 homi-
cides per year, however, through the No More Dead Children ini-
tiative, you reduced this dramatically, and you had 30 consecutive
months of zero homicides.

Can you take a moment to tell the Committee about that initia-
tive, and what help, if any, the COPS Office provided you to ensure
that the program was a success?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes, I am privileged to do that. That problem was
one of those seemingly intractable problems that we were assured
by everyone that knew anything that there was nothing that you
could do about it. But we sat down and with some assistance from
the COPS Office, with a commitment from the community, with a
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commitment to community policing in a way that ensured that in-
dividual officers had relationships with individual people in the
community, we embarked on a three-track program of prevention,
intervention and enforcement. And because of the resources that
we had, both locally and with the assistance from the Federal Gov-
ernment, we didn’t have to do what a lot of jurisdictions end up
doing. They know that prevention is important. They know that
intervention is important. They know that enforcement is impor-
tant. But a lot of times they end up feeling like they have to make
a choice.

For a whole variety of reasons, we didn’t have to make that
choice. We focused on each of those aspects of dealing with that
particular problem. The enforcement effort was not ever directed at
a community as a whole. It was directed at specific individuals.
The intervention program was highlighted by the creation of a
first-offender program.

There is an enormous number of studies that point out that if
you can deal with kids who get arrested for the first time, if you
can deal with them in some positive and proactive way, you can
significantly impact crime with a very quick turnaround.

And the prevention piece, quite frankly, was focused on after
school programs and on relationships with individual officers. Be-
cause of the COPS Office funding, and some additional resources
that we had, because of some assistance from other Federal law en-
forcement agencies, and because of partnering with the community
and with the school district, we did in fact achieve the results that
you described. I calculated that, you know, over the life of the 10
years after we implemented that program, that there was some-
where in the neighborhood of 60 to 70 young people, mostly young
people of color, who had not been killed. You know, it is difficult
to measure that. It is almost impossible to measure that, but the
reality is that their lives count, and I think that that program and
the COPS program helped us do that.

Ms. CHU. Well, I truly want to commend you on that.

Switching gears, I want to talk for a moment about officer safety,
and the issue of gun violence and how it is affecting them. It is of
particular concern, when, according to the National Law Enforce-
ment Officers Memorial Fund, that last year for the first time in
14 years, more officers died from firearm-related incidents than
traffic related incidents. And it was 173 officers that lost their lives
last year. And the number of officers killed by firearms has now
risen during each of the past 3 years.

So, how is your office addressing officer deaths, and working with
local police departments in implementing strategies to reverse this?

Mr. MELEKIAN. The issue of officer safety and officer wellness is
one of the attorney general’s priorities, and to that end, the COPS
Office and our sister agency, the Bureau of Justice Assistance, op-
erate a working group, the Officer Safety and Wellness Working
Group. We meet with practitioners from the field, with academics,
and psychologists to really try to get a handle on: (a) what the na-
ture of the problem is; and (b) how can we look at issues of training
and technical assistance, how can we do better at teaching tactics
to try to address this issue. It is a huge issue of concern obviously
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to me, and certainly, it is a huge issue of concern to the attorney
general.

Ms. CHU. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. GowDy. I thank the gentlelady from California.

The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from Colorado, Mr.
Polis.

Mr. Poris. Thank you. I assume, as part of your position, you
track nationally community policing programs. Is that correct?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Pouris. And I wanted to ask specifically about, it is my under-
standing that building the trust of the community is an important
part of community policing programs. Is that correct?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Yes.

Mr. Poris. What impact have you seen from some of the state-
based efforts that have reduced the trust among our immigrant
community? Particularly, I would ask you about the impact on com-
munity policing in Arizona and Alabama.

Mr. MELEKIAN. One of the realities of community policing is that,
like everything else to do with policing, it is very local. And so
while very often the State issues, and particularly around some of
the immigration issues, certainly impact that, the real challenge,
the real test is the relationship between the individual department
and the people in the individual community, as to whether or not
that sort of a broader issue is going to have a negative impact.

There is no question that those kind of discussions sort of per-
colate right down to the local level, but a great many chiefs and
sheriffs have spent a lot of energy trying to offset that.

I went to a lot of trouble, as the police chief, for example, to
make it clear—the city that I was in was over one-third Hispanic.
Concerns about immigration issues were significant to them. We
made it very clear what the police department’s policy was and
that it wasn’t going to change. There are a number of ways that
this operationalizes itself. For example, drivers license checks,
those kind of things. I think it is a matter, really, of what is local
policy and what’s being done on the local level.

Mr. Poris. And what about the impact of 287(g) programs that
empower the very same local officers and/or their colleagues, who
are trying to establish relationships in the community, with the
pgwgr to initiate deportation proceedings and communications with
ICE?

Mr. MELEKIAN. Most of those, at least the ones I am familiar
with, occur at the county level in custodial settings. I know that
there are some agencies who have taken that on, you know, taken
a more proactive role than that. That’s not, certainly, part of a
COPS Office program. It is not anything that we’re involved with,
in terms of our funding. You know, it is a hugely significant issue.

And one of the first trips that I made, when I became the COPS
director, was to the Southwest border, to meet with the Southwest
border sheriffs, and take a look at the issues that they are dealing
with. And each of them is responding to it, really, kind of in re-
sponse to what their local community wants. But the programs
that you’re talking about are not supported by the COPS Office.

Mr. PoLis. And again, given that building trust in the commu-
nity is a critical part of community policing, would you say that it
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might, in fact, cause a reason for distrust, if, in fact, members of
the community who are undocumented feel that they might be de-
ported by police officers?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I certainly think it can have that effect, if there’s
nothing going on to sort of offset it.

Mr. PoLis. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentleman from Colorado.

The gentleman from Michigan asked to be recognized out of
order, and is.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you very much.

We have here a former attorney general, a former Federal pros-
ecutor, a former sheriff, and yourself. This is a concentration of law
enforcement experience that we don’t always get at these hearings.
And I wanted to ask you about a question that the Chairman men-
tioned in terms of his comments. And that is the question of over-
incarceration. We in this country put more people in prisons for
longer periods of time than any other country on earth. Are you
prepared to give me your opinion about that now? Let me ask you
to respond to that, because it is a subject matter that is drawing
increasing attention on the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. MELEKIAN. I think it is important topic for a number of rea-
sons. Not only the almost philosophical question of whether too
many people are being incarcerated, but what you are seeing across
the country now is an economic impact, requiring States to reduce
their prison populations, and sending those released prisoners back
to local communities, which may or may not be prepared to absorb
them.

One of the jurisdictions, for example, that we funded with hiring
funds last year was specifically one of the community problems
that they took on, was this issue of reentry, and how to deal with
those folks that are coming back and try to ensure their success.
The recidivism rate in California, and I don’t think California is
unique from across the country, was roughly 70 percent, which
means that whatever savings that were being generated by releas-
ing people from prison are, in effect, negated, unless we can find
some way to effectively deal with them. So I think it is an impor-
tant issue, and it is one the COPS Office is very focused on.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank the gentleman from Michigan.

Just as a point of clarification, I think I asked about over-crim-
inalization and over-federalization of crime. I don’t want any of my
former colleagues to think that I am being disingenuous in now
being concerned with over-incarceration since I have dedicated part
of my life to making sure that happens.

With that, on behalf of all of us we want to thank you for your
service in law enforcement.

Yes. The gentlelady from Florida would like to be recognized out
of order.

Mrs. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just a couple of quick things. I know that you said local govern-
ments are struggling with their agencies, because of the cost of
what has been happening in the economy. Has it been brought to
your attention that some of the regulations that are being passed
on by the Federal Government to these cities and counties, the
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costs of those regulations are causing them to have to reduce in
other areas, and that reduction is within the public safety arena?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I have not heard that directly, but I know that
there are concerns sort of in the aggregate about various mandated
costs of local government, which clearly spill over to funding public
safety.

Mrs. AbDAMS. Would it surprise you that I was told by one city
that if they had to comply, the costs would cause them to have to
basically shut down their whole law enforcement agency?

Mr. MELEKIAN. No, it wouldn’t, because one of the phenomena
we are seeing from around the country is this issue of agencies
closing for a variety of reasons. In meetings with the National
Sheriffs Association, for example, they are very concerned about
the fact about the number of cities, particularly in the western
United States, that are simply closing their doors and turning law
enforcement responsibility back to the sheriff. In other places we’re
dealing with, we’re dealing with contracting and other issues. So,
that issue of police departments going out of business for a variety
of reasons is significant.

Mrs. ADAMS. And the regulation cost is one of those that you
have heard of, also.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Not directly, but I am aware that that is a con-
cern.

Mrs. ADAMS. And the other thing you mentioned, real quickly,
you mentioned reentry programs. And since I was sent to look at
some reentry programs, because of my law enforcement back-
ground, are you monitoring these programs, and how they are con-
ducted? Because one of the things that I saw at one of these pro-
grams was the fact that the person who was out and going through
this reentry program had no job, but had a cell phone, a new car,
and lots of gold around his neck, and was receiving lots of phone
calls and text messages while he was being spoken to during this
meeting with the people who were overseeing his reentry. Yet, he
made one comment, which I thought was interesting, about the
fight in line wasn’t his fault and because he smacked that woman,
really it was her fault. And yet, they let him walk back out the
door instead of maybe having him reevaluated. Who has responsi-
bility to oversee these programs and ensure that the public is safe?

Mr. MELEKIAN. We monitor the programs where we have pro-
vided funding for, which, as I mentioned, at least, last year, al-
though I really expect that number to go up this year, there was
only one agency that selected reentry as a problem. So we do mon-
itor what they’re doing, because we hear the same stories that you
do about that kind of thing.

Quite honestly, I think that the nature of reentry and how it is
being handled is casting a very wide net, and I think it gets han-
dled in different ways in different places. The impact, particularly
in California, is going to be significant, and it will be interesting
to see what the 2012 grant applications look like this year, to see
whether the number of agencies requesting funding for reentry pro-
grams increases.

Mrs. ADAMS. And when you are looking at all the numbers as
you evaluate these programs, and where the funding is going for
these programs, are you also evaluating the reoffending numbers
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aild ‘E)he crime rates as they appear, once these programs are in
place?

Mr. MELEKIAN. We certainly try to coordinate with the Bureau
of Justice Assistance who tracks that.

Mrs. Apams. Could you let us know whether or not someone is
tracking that information and keeping it accurate?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I will get back to you on that.

Mrs. ApAamS. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank the gentlelady from Florida.

The Chair will now recognize the gentlelady from Texas, Ms.
Jackson Lee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the Chair and the Ranking Member.
I thank the witness for his presence, and also for his service as a
law enforcement officer. You may have come across, in your experi-
ence, Chief Lee P. Brown, who served as head of the Chiefs Asso-
ciation, serves as the police chief commissioner in New York, At-
lanta, and then we were fortunate to get him both as a chief of po-
lice, but also as a mayor of the City of Houston.

And he utilized something that I think is a vital tool, and that
is the community-oriented policing, which I, frankly, believe the
COPS program sort of modifies. It helps ensure that there are law
enforcement officers available.

So my first question is, probably you’ve answered it, but I am a
supporter of the COPS program, and my question to you is the
ability to truly work the COPS program within the budget frame-
work, or with additional cuts that may come to the program, what
dilemma would you be placed in?

Mr. MELEKIAN. The dilemma, if that is what it is, is really a rec-
ognizing of how do we help the police departments and the sheriffs’
departments across the country to sort of adjust to this new reality
that they are in, and that because, as I mentioned earlier, under
the current funding levels, 90 percent of the agencies that apply for
COPS grants are not getting funded. And however we slice that pie
up, 90 percent of those agencies are not getting funded.

So, we have to look to our community policing development pro-
gram, and we have to look to our training and technical assistance
programs, to see if we can provide them assistance other than the
hiring of personnel.

I mentioned a couple of programs like the National Network of
Safe Cities. There are a number of these kind of efforts, where dif-
ferent agencies are beginning the process of trying to share infor-
mation, share best practices about how they are accommodating
themselves to the new reality.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. The COPS programs that are funded, I'll say
Houston, for example, that really wants this funding, we are a big
city, people call 911 in the middle of the night, how does the COPS
program help to ensure that emergency services are continued, that
those emergency responses are answered?

Mr. MELEKIAN. We try to ensure that, particularly those agen-
cies, and Houston has been a grant recipient for 2 of the last 3
years, because of the issues that you identified, our focus is making
sure that those officers, whatever the problem was, whatever the
community problem was that the jurisdiction said it wanted to do,
that we make sure that that is what they are doing.
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Our belief is, and there is a lot of research out there to suggest,
and I think it is going to get more interesting over the next couple
of years, that crime is actually very narrowly focused to individuals
and narrowly focused to place. And if we can work with jurisdic-
tions to help them utilize those COPS resources, to sort of focus on
both of those things, our hope is that it will bring the crime rate
down, and it will bring the demand down on the 911 system.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Do you think that we should encourage more
partnerships in theory and practice with the COPS program, and
a focus on community-oriented policing?

Mr. MELEKIAN. I think community policing, particularly in this
environment, is going to become more critical and not less critical.
It was a different reality when, if you wanted to have a school out-
reach program, if you wanted to do a foot patrol, you simply added
personnel, and whether those personnel were funded by the Fed-
eral Government for some limited period of time, or whether they
were locally funded, you could do that. In today’s environment, you
can’t. You have to have a stronger relationship with the business
owners in the neighborhood, with the residents in the neighbor-
hood, with the community groups in the neighborhood, and there
has to be an individual relationship about between the police and
the members of the community. That is community policing in its
essence, and that is what we are trying to drive.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Can I follow up with this question? I intro-
duced legislation dealing with bullying prevention, the reauthoriza-
tion of Juvenile Accountability Block Grant. It is not under your ju-
risdiction, but here is the question that I have.

Many times parents in this tragic incident that happened in the
last 2 days will be baffled. Where were the police? Why didn’t we
have someone there? Can you just, from policing perspectives,
speak to this idea that intervention, whether it is community ori-
ented policing, whether it is intervention, or best practices, or pre-
venting bullying, really helps in a holistic idea of safety for the
community?

Mr. GowDY. You may answer the question, Director Melekian.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MELEKIAN. Thank you, sir.

As I mentioned earlier, when I was describing my experiences,
I think there are the three parts, there are three tracks of things
that have to occur to have a successful violence reduction program,
and each one of them is tied to community policing.

There needs to be an after-school program, so that kids have
something to do. It isn’t just something to do. It is also about form-
ing a relationship and an impression of what a local law enforce-
ment officer is.

The intervention piece is the kid that gets in trouble for the first
time, but there are all kinds of studies that suggest that there’s
only a small percentage of those kids that are going to go on to
cause a lot of trouble, if you can identify them, and work with
them. Places that have done them have had great success.

And if your enforcement efforts can focus on individuals, rather
than broad neighborhoods, so that you don’t fall into the trap of
widening the gap between local police and the communities they
serve, if you can manage to keep it on an individual level, each one
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of those pieces is a critical community policing piece that can con-
tribute to violence reduction. And I specifically include the issue of
school police in a positive constructive way in that discussion.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentlelady from Texas.

Director Melekian, again on behalf of all of us, we want to thank
you for your service to our country, for your service to law enforce-
ment, and your service in your current capacity.

Without objection, all Members will have 5 legislative days to
submit to the Chair additional written questions for the witness,
which we will forward and ask the witness to respond as promptly
as he can, so his answers may be made a part of the record.

Without objection, all Members will have 5 legislative days to
submit any additional materials for inclusion in the record.

With that, this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:14 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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About the COPS Office

The Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (the COPS Office) is the
component of the U.S. Department of Justice responsible for advancing the practice of
community policing by the nation’s state, local, and tribal law enforcement agencics
through information and grant resourccs. The community policing philosophy promotes
organizational strategies that support the svstematic use of partnerships and problem-
solving techniques to proactively address the imimediate conditions that give rise to
public safety issues such as crime, social disorder, and fear of crime. In its simplest form,
community policing is about building relationships and solving problems.

The CGOPS Office awards grants to state, local, and tribal law enforcement agencies
to hirc and train community policing professionals, acquire and deploy cutting-cdge
crime-fighting technologies, and develop and test innovative policing strategies. The
COPS Office funding also provides training and technical assistance to community
members and local government leaders and all levels of law enforcement.

Sinee 1994, the COPS Office has invested more than £16 billion to add community

policing officers to the nation’s streets, enhance erime fighting technology, support erime
prevention initiatives, and provide training and technical assistance to help advance
community policing. More than 500,000 law enforeement personnel, community
members, and government leaders have been trained through COPS Office-funded
training organizations.

The COPS Office has produced more than 1,000 information products—and distributed
more than 2 million publications—ineluding Problen: Oricnted Policing Guides, Grant
Owner’s Manuals, fact sheets, best practices, and curricula, And in 2010, the COPS
Office participated in 45 law enforcement and public-safety conferences in 25 states

in order to maximize the exposure and disuibution of these knowledge produets.

More than 500 of those products, along with other products covering a wide arca of
community policing topics—irom school and campus safety to gang violence—are
currently available, at no cost, through its online Resource Information Center at

WY

g OPS. A.gov. More than 2 million copies have been downloaded in FY2010
alone. The easy to nav

ate and up to date website is also the grant application portal,
providing aceess to online application forms,

AMERICAN POLICE AGENCIES
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introduction

The economic downturn of the past several years has been devastating to local
economies and, by extension, their local law enforcement agencies. According to a
report by the National Institute of Justice, the United States is currently expericncing
the 10¢h cconomic decline sinee World War 1T (Wiseman 2011). The impact of this
downturn will result in a change of how law enforcement services are delivered. As
has been discussed by the COPS Office Director, Bernard Melekian, in a series of
recent articles published in the Community Policing Dispaich, expectations will not
be lowered just because an agency now has fewer officers, or beeause the budget is
limited. Simply doing less while saiting for local budgets to recover to pre-2008 levels
is not a viable option. Faced with a dramatic budget contraction, law enforcement
leaders need to start identifying different ways to deliver police services and, perhaps
more importantly, articulate what the new public safety models will look like to

their communities (Melckian 2011a). The coffeets of the cconemic downtura on law
enforcement agencies may be felt for the nexc 5-10 years, or worse, permanently. The
permanence of this change will be driven not just by the economy, but by the local
government officials determining that allocating 30-5( percent of their general fund
budgets for public safety costs is no longer a fiscal possibility (Melelian 2011b).

While some people see signs that the ceonomy is beginming to recover on the national
level, most economists agree that local jurisdictions are still in decline and will continue
10 be so, at least in the short term. County and municipal budgets tend to lag behind
the general ceonomy and continuing foreclosures are slowing the recovery of property
tax revenues, which are the backbone of local ageney funding. Faced with these budget
realities, the current model for service delivery—which has been with us for the last

50 years—is already starting to change, and will be forced to continue to change
dramatically and rapidly in the next 3-5 vears, As articulated in the Junc cdition of the
Commaunity Policing Dispatch, Director Melekian discusses the need for a change in
delivery of police services from a mid-20th century model o a more forward-looking
21st century model. He explains:

Police service delivery can be categorized into three tiers, The first tier,

emergency response, is not going to change. Tier two is non-emergency
response; where officers respond o calls after the fact, primarily to collect the

information and staternents necessary to produce reports. These calls, while
an importunt service, do not requive rapid response—the business has already
heen vandalised, the bike already stolen. Tier three deals with quality of life

tssues, such as crime prevention cfforts or traffic management duties. They

help make our cornunities better places to Hoe, but they are proactive and
ongoing activities. The second and third tiers of police service delivery have
alwavs competed for staffing and financial resources, but as local budgets
constrict, thai competition becomes fiercer. The public expects that both ters
are addressed, and agencies with shvinking payrolls are faced with finding

new ways to make sure that can happen (Melekian 2011c).
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Faced with these dramatic budget contractions, law enforcement leaders have begun
identifying the most cost conscious ways to deliver police services, and developing a
new model of policing chat will ensure that communitics continuce to receive the quality
police protection they are entitled to. In a 2011 survey of police chiefs condueted by
the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), 94 percent of respondents
agreed that they were seeing “a new reality in American policing developing™ (IACP
2011).

Police agencies are some of the hardest hit by the current economic climate. Curtailing

revenues nationwide have forced local governments to make curts in spending across the
board, which includes publie safety operating budgets. While budget cuts threaten the
jobs of law enforcemen officers, the duties and responsibilities 1o ensure public safety
remain,

However, to date, there has been no systematic way of measuring the impact the
economic downturn has had on police agencies across the country. This report intends
to delve into the existing information, research the ways in which law enforcement
agencics have been affected, and examine the ways they have responded.

The following surveys, publications, and data scts were used in this reportin order to
analyze how the cconomic downturn hag affecced staffing at police agencics, delivery of
services, and organizational management.

The Recession Continues: An Economic Stutus Survey of Counties

Tn February 2011 the National Associacion of Conntics (NACo) published a report titled,
The Recession Continues: An Economic Status Survey of Counties, which outlined the
results of a survey of 500 counties (avross population size) as a means to determine

the impact that the declining economy was having on county budgets, and the ways in
which these counties were reacting to the challenge of lower revenues. The results of
the study showed that counties were catting serviees and personiiel, as well as making

shortfalls. The data are different

across-the-board cuts to budgets, in order to addr
than what was found from previous surveys, where counties indicated they were

using pay and hiring freezes to deal with the economic downturn, As the shape of the
have turned to furloughs and layoffs,

ceonomy has gradually worsened, more countic
with 33 pereent of coundes working with fewer staff in FY2011 than in FY2010 (Byers
2011).

National Survey of County Elected Officials — Looking for the Light at the End

of the Tunnel: A National Survey of County Elected Officials on the Economy,
Budgets, and Politics

In 2011 4 survey developed by the Carl Vinson Institute of Government, in partnership
with NACo, polled a randem sample of 508 county officials on issues related to the
ceonomty, budgets, and politics. Overall, the study found that while many clected
county officials still rate the national cconomy as poor, there appears to be a slightly
more optimistic opinion than what was found in the 2010 swdy (Clark 2011).
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Policing in the 21st Century: Preliminary Survey Results

As a part of President Mark A Marshall's Policing in the 21st Century Initiative, IACP
conducrted a number of surveys and held roundrable discussions with over 400 law
enforcement leaders to diseuss the impact that the new ceconomy is having on the field.
These efforts were spearheaded by IACP's Research Division, working in partnership
with TACPE's Division of

ate Associations of Chiefs of Police, Division of State and
Provincial Police, the Indian Country Scetion, and Mid-Size Cirics Scetion (IACP 2011).
Resules of the study provide insight into ways in which national police agencics arce
responding to the effects of the economic climate on their agency operations.

Major Cities Chiefs Association (MCCA) Survey

In 2011 the Major Cities Chiefs Association surveyed 23 major city departments to
discuss the economie challenges they faced in light of the current economy (MCCA
2011). The results demonstrate some of the trends that are being experienced in police
agencies across the nation as a result of reductions to operating budgets.

Is the Economic Downturn Fundamentally Changing [low We Police?

This is the 16th report in the “Critical Issues in Policing Series” that the Police
Exceutive Rescarch Forum (PERF) hias developed in order to provide timely
information and guidance on a number of difficult issues that police agencies have faced
over the years. The report highlights findings from a survey conducted in 2010 of 608
police ageneices focusing on the current ceonomic challenges their departments are
facing, and what the agencics have done in order to confront such challenges (PERF
2010).

State of America’s Cities Survey on Jobs and the Economy

The State of America’s Cities is an annval survey of municipal officials that has

been conducted for almost 25 years by The National League of Cities (NLC). The

2014 survey viclded 349 respondents consisting of local officials from various citics
nationwide. The data from the survey provide insight into the effects of declining fiscal
and economic conditions on American cities (McFarland 20107,

City Fiseal Conditions in 2010
The City Fiscal Conditions Survey is a national survey of ¢ity financial officers

throughout the United States. The surv clded 338 respondents from citics of

different population sizes, and produced information on the current fiscal state of the
nation’s cities and the struggles cities face while managing rapidly declining revenues

(ilocne and Pagano 2010).

Law Enforcement Management and Administrative Statisties (LEMAS)

The Deparument of Justice Bureau of Justice Statistics {13JS) is the United States’
primary source of eriminal justice statistics. Every “3 to 4 years, LEMAS collcets data
from over 3,000 state and local law enforcement agencics, including all thosc that
cmploy 100 or more sworn officers” as well as “a nationally representative sample of

smaller ggencies. Data are obtained on the organization and administration of police

and sheriits’ departments, including agency respansibilities, operating expenditures,

job functions of sworn and civilian employees, officer salaries and special pay,



INTRODUGT

46

@

demographic characteristics of officers, weapons and armor policies, education and
training requirements, computers and information systems, vehicles, special units, and
community policing activities” (LEMAS 2011).

Census of State and Local Law Enforcement Agencies (CSLLEA)
In conjunction with the LEMAS data discussed above, BJS also conducts a census
every 4 years of publicly funded law enforcement agencies with one or more full-time-

equivalent sworn staff. This master list of law enforcement agencies is compiled from the
previous CSLLEA census; lists provided by Peace Officer Standards and Training offices
and other state agencies; and a list of agencies requesting new FBI-ORI identifiers since
the previous CSLLEA. The latest CSLLEA was conducted in 2008 and included 17 985
state and local law enforeement agencies employing at least one full-time officer or the
equivalent in part-time officers. The CSLLEA represents the sampling universe from
which the LEMAS survey is drawn. Data collected as part of the CSLLEA include number
of sworn personnel, number of civilian personuel, and agency-type category (CSLLEA
2011). CSLLEA data are recognized as the most definitive counts of law enforcement
agency personnel operating with local, state, and tribal funding.

COPS Hiring Program (CHP) - Office of Community Oriented Policing Services,
U.S. Pepartment of Justice

For the last 3 vears, the Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services (the COPS Oftice) has collected data from its Hiring Program applicants,
including data on agency operating budgets, officer and civilian layoffs, furloughs,
hiring freezes, service populations, and authorized and actual sworn force strengths.
With thousands of applicants each vear, the data set represents a sizeable sample of all
the state, local, and tribal law enforcement agencies in this country, although it is not
a random sample. For the analysis in this report, two subsets of data were used. The
first subset is all the agencies that submitted a hiring program application in 2011 and
who are currently staffed with at least 10 full-time officers. The second subset is those
agencies that applied both in 2009 and 2011, as well as having at least 10 full-time
officers. The significance of the 10 officer threshold is that while agencies of at least
that size account for just 51 percent of all law enforcement agencies in this country,
they employ more than 95 percent of all sworn officers. In addition, those ageneies can
generally be presumed to be full-service departments offering 24/7 patrol and response
coverage.

Some of the CHP data used in this report will evaluate the total sample of applicants
regardless of sworn force levels. These samples will be indicated as such.

News Media

Jurrent news articles offer a way to capture the effects of the economic downturn that
police agencies throughout the country are experiencing and highlight the ways in
which agencies are mitigating the adverse effects of cuts to operating budgets. Within

each section of this report, information from numerous media outlets helps to paint
a more personal picture of how law enforeement agencies are dealing with today’s
challenges,
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A New Method of Data Collection is Pertinent to Successful Resource Aflocation

The lack of an annual and systematic data collection of law enforcement agencics
nationwide poses scrious challenges for the development of aggressive and productive
problem-solving strategies. In order to successtully develop effective techniques to
combat challenges resulting from the economic climare, it is impaortant to have an
accurate understanding of the problems that are facing police agencies as they cecur,
While the BIS census (GSLEAA) and survey (LEMAS) provide representative and
systematic data about U.S. law enforcement agencies and staffing, they were last
administered prior to the current recession. It is likely that by the time the next cycle
of BJS data is available much of the economic turbulence that has occurred over the

past three vears will have changed vet again.

The BIS census and surveys of law enforeement agencics are methodologically robust
and have enormous intrinsic value. lowever, the eyvele by which the census and

survey data are collected (every 3-4 vears), as well the time Iag between when the
data are collceted and when they are made publically available arc not ideal for the
types of analysis we believe are necessary for keeping on top of important trends as
they emerge. The usefulness of these data sources for assessments of economic impact
would be enhaneed if the data were collected more often and made available in a
shorter time frame. The next census and survey data for law enforcement ageneies, to
be condueted in 2011, will likely reveal a new reality in policing that is fundamentally
different to what we have seen to date. Moreover, by the time the data is readily
available (typically several vears after collection) the entire state of the American
ceonomy will have changed and the immediate impacts of the reecssion on police
agencics will have already cccurred. Given the historic importance of state, local,

and tribal law enforcement and their impact on the quality of life, the COPS Office

feels the law enforeement comuntunity and the Department of Justice could benefit by
enhancing these efforts of data collection and release by determining whether annual
reports would be feasible, Even if the urgency of data collection was not underscored
by the current ceonomic crisis, a more timely collection and disscmination of data
would be warranted by the new responsibilities law enforcement agencies have taken
on in the last decade (i.¢., homeland security, eyber crime, and greater cooperation
necessitated in a more globalized society). Indeed, never has the need been more
important for immediate and proactive data analysis of this kind. Federal, state,

and local governments can collaboratively and effectively refocus and realign their

resoitrees to ensure the successful preservation of public safety, but their efforts will
be compromised significantly if they lack up-to-date data and metrics on which to base
their efforts. In stmmation, we encourage our colleagues at the Department of Justice

to support ongoing ts at 1318, as well as consider more frequent and timely censusces

and surveys of law enforcement agencies.
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Response to Post-Hearing Questions from the Honorable Bernard K.
Melekian, Director, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services, U.S.
Department of Justice

Questions for the Record for Bernard K. Melekian, Director
Office of Community Oriented Policing Services

Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Secarity
Commiittce on the Judiciary
U.S. House of Representatives

February 29,2012

Submitted by F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr.

1. What is the legal autherity that your Office is relying on that explicitly permits you to
award and/or modify 2012 COPS Hiring Program (CHP) grants to fund officers who are
scheduled to be laid off?

The COPS Office’s authorization statute specifically states, in pertinent part, that we may
make grants to “rehire law enforcement officers who have been laid off as a result of
state, tribal, or local budget reductions for deployment in community-oriented policing . .
M 42 U.S.C. § 3796dd(b)(1). The COPS Office has interpreted and applied this section
to include officers who are scheduled to be laid off on a specific date as a result of state,
tribal, or local budget reductions to avoid forcing law enforcement agencies that already
know they are laying off officers on a specific date to complete the entire administrative
lay-off proccss (such as processing health care continuation coverage and requiring the
officers to return their cars, uniforms, badges, and service weapons) before allowing the
officers to return to work the very next day to be “rehired” on the COPS grant. Thisisa
practical accommodation to the realities of the field that achieves the same result that we
would achieve if we did force these agencies to complete the formal administrative lay-
off process and then “rehire” the formally laid off officers the next day.

In these circumstances, the grantees are required to continue paying the salary and
benefits of the officers with state, local, or tribal funding until the date that the lay-off
was scheduled. COPS grant funds may not be used to pay for these positions untii the
date of the lay-off to ensure compliance with the nonsupplanting requirement of the
COPS statute, which mandates that grantees may not use COPS funds to pay for officers
otherwise funded with state or local funds. As soon as those officers are no longer
“otherwise funded” — the date of the lay-off — they become eligible to be rehired under
the COPS grant funding. For audit and monitoring purposes, grantees are required to
maintain documentation demonstrating that the lay-off was scheduled as a result of state,
local, or tribal budget cuts and the date that the lay-off was scheduled, as well as
documentation demonstrating that the COPS grant funding was not used to pay for these
officers’ salaries and benefits until the lay-off date.

2. What is the legal autherity you have been relying on to award and/or modify grants fo
fund officers who are scheduled to be laid off under the 2010 and 2011 COPS Hiring
Programs (CHP)?
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Please see the answer to question 1, above. The statutory authority remains the same for
question 2.

3. What arc the criteria and/or formulas that your Office used or is planning on using to
award COPS hiring grants under the 2410, 2011 and 2012 CHPs?

In both 2010 and 2011, the COPS Office focused on balancing the need for federal
assistance, as measured by economic and fiscal health questions along with crime rates,
with an applicant’s current commitment to community policing and their proposed
comtmunity policing plan. In addition, two long-standing statutory requirements designed
to ensure national distribution of COPS Office funding had an impact on which
applications were funded. Tirst, the COPS Office is required by statute to distribute half
of all hiring funds to agencies serving populations of more than 150,000 and half to those
of fewer than 150,000. Second, the COPS Office is also required by statute to ensure that
at least half of one percent of hiring funds is allocated to each state or territory with
eligible applicants. These criteria will again be adhered to in awarding COPS hiring
grants in 2012.

4. Does your Office currently require submission of retention plans as part of the 2012
CHP grant application? If so, what are the criteria used to evaluate the plans?

Yes, a retention plan is required as part of the grant application. Under CHP, the
retention requirement establishes that grant recipients must plan to rctain at the time of
grant application and actually retain each officer position awarded for at least one year
(12 months) following the conclusion of three years (36 months) of federal funding (or
that position. The requested officer positions should be added to the grantee’s law
enforcement budget with state and/or local funds, over and above the number of locally-
funded officer positions that would have existed in the absence of the grant. Absorbing
CHP-funded officers through attritior, rather than by adding the extra positions to the
budget with additional funding, does not meet the retention requirement.

At the time of application, applicants must affirm that they plan to retain any positions
awarded, and identify the planned source(s) of retention funding. Although retention
plans are not a “scored” part of the application, individual responses are reviewed to
ensure that a clear source for retention funding is provided.

5. Does your Office intend to enforce the 12 month retention requirement against grantees
that received hiring grants under the 2010, 2011 and/or 2012 CHPs? Under what
circumstances will your Office waive the 12 month retention requirement?

Yes, grantees receiving 2010, 2011, and/or 2012 CHP funding must retain all sworn
officcr positions awarded under their CHP grani(s) with state and/or local funds for a
minimum of 12 months following the conclusion of the three-year grant period.
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During the last quarter of the grant period, grantees may request an exempticn from the
retention requirement. To qualify for an exemption, graniees must demonstrate (with
supporting documentation) two key points: 1) that they did plan for retention, and 2) that
they are unable to implement their plan as a result of severe fiscal distress, natural
disastcr, or other mitigating circumstances as dcfined by the COPS Office. Such
mitigating circumstances may include, but are not limited to, the following situations
when documented by the grantee:

o Jurisdiction has been declared bankrupt by a court of law;

» Jurisdiction has been placed in receivership, or its functional equivalent, by the
state or federal government;

e Jurisdiction has been declared a financially distressed area by its state or a federal
goveramnent agency,

¢ Budgetary imbalance or expenditure cutbacks resulting in significant reductions
in other services provided by the law enforcement ageney or significant lay-offs
of the agency’s persennel,

» Extraordinary and unanticipated nonrecurring expenscs and/or loss of revenue
{including closure or relocation of major employers) resulting in material effect
on a jurisdiction’s fiscal condition;

Significant downgrading of a jurisdiction’s bond rating for fiscal-related reasons;
Filing for bankruptcy, receivership or similar measure, with the request for relief
pending;

e [Location within an area in which a declaration of major disaster has been made
pursuant to the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act.

If grantees did plan to retain, but were unable to because of one or more of the
aforementioned circumstances, the COPS Office will exempt those grantees from
retention (specific to the grant in question). Grantees will be informed that they arc not
eligible for any additional new COPS grant funding that contains a retention requirement
for a one-year period, which will begin at the end of the 36-month funding period when
the retention requirement would have begun. However, grantees may complete
implementation of any existing grants. If grantees do not retain and do not meet the
exemption criteria, those agencies will be restricted from receiving any and all new
COPS grants (regardless of whether there is a retention requirement) for a period of three
years.

6. You testified that each grant monitor has an average of 400 grants to manage. What are
the specific grant monitoring responsibilities of these grant monitors? How many site visits
did each grant monitor perform in 2010, 2011, and to date in 2012? How many site visits is
cach grant monitor expected to perform in 20127

Within the COPS Office there are two distinct roles related to the question above. The
Grant Program Specialist is the primary point of contact for state, local, and tribal
agencies that require guidance regarding the maintenance and administrative functions of
their COPS awards. Grant Program Specialists assist grantees with various
administrative procedures, such as requests to modify a grant, requests for extensions of

3
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time to implement a grant, and the grant closeout process. Addilionally, Grant Program
Specialists provide guidance to agencies on all matters of programmatic implementation,
such as allowable costs, reporting requirements, and numerous other administrative
requirements. Each Grant Program Specialist who manages a COPS grantee portfolio is
responsible for approximately 400 grants.

The second role related to the question above is the role of the Grant Monitoring
Specialist. Under federal law, the COPS Office is mandated to monitor at least 10% of
all active grant funding awarded to state and local agencies to ensurc compliance with
grant conditions and other applicable statutory regulations. The COPS Grant Monitoring
Division works in coordination with Cffice of Justice Program’s (OJP) Office of the
Chief Financial Officer and the Office of the Inspector General to ensure that grantees are
complying with the programmatic and financial obligations of their COPS grants.

The primary role of the Grant Monitoring Specialist is to meet the COPS Office’s
statutory monitoring requirement by conducting site visits and office-based reviews of
the various grants administered by COPS. At the start of each fiscal year, the Grant
Monitoring Division utilizes a Grant Assessment Tool to assess all active COPS grants
and develop 2 comprehensive monitoring plan. The comprehensive plan is comprised of
a combination of both on-site visits and office-based reviews.

During Fiscal Year 2010, the COPS Office Grant Monitoring Division conducted 75 site
visits, with each Grant Monitoring Specialist conducting approximately 11 site visits. In
Fiscal Year 2011, COPS conducted 129 site visits, with cach Grant Monitoring Specialist
conducting approximately 12 site visits. The comprehensive monitoring plan for Fiscal
Year 2012 proposes for each Grant Monitoring Specialist to conduct approximately 13
site visits for a total of 139, As of March 20, 2012, COPS has conducted 25 of the site
visits scheduled for Fiscal Year 2012,

7. In your FY 2011 budget request, your Office stated that it assisicd the administration in
stimulating an economic recovery with 2009 COPS Hiring Recovery Program (CHRP)
grants funded by The Recovery Act of 2009, What specifically did your Office do to
stimulate the economic recovery with 2009 CHRP grants? Did your Office continue to
assist the administration in stimulating the economy with the 2010 and/or 2011 CHP hiring
grants? If so, what is the legal authority you relied upon for doing se? Are you planning
on doing this with 2012 CHP hiring grants? ’

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 provided $1 billion for the COPS
Hiring Recovery Program. The funds were uscd to hire new officers and rehire officers
who had been or were scheduled to be laid off. The $1 billion allocated for CHRP was
used to create or preserve 4,699 sworn law enforcement positions for three years. These
grants covered the full salary and benefits packages for highly trained public sector
positions. The jobs created and/or preserved with the CHRP dollars advanced
community policing at the local level, and contributed greatly to the quality of life of the
citizens in each community. The officers hired under the Recovery Act not only
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improved public safety in their neighborhoods, but werc also contributing members of
society by paying taxes, buying homes, and stimulating local economies.

Given the fiscal distress experienced by state, local, and tribal law enforcement agencies,
Congress made itnportant temporary changes from the way the COPS Office grants had
been awarded in the past. For purposes of the Recovery Act, Congress did the following:

Waived the previously required 25 percent local match;

Waived the previously required $75,000 salary cap; and

Provided that CHRP grants cover 100 percent of the approved entry-level salary
and fringe benefits of each newly-hired and/or rehired, full-time sworn career law
enforcement officer during the course of three years.

The COPS Office did not impose a limit on the number of officers an agency could
requcst, but capped awards at 5% of an agency’s sworn force strength, up to 50 officers.

The Recovery Act (Public Law 111-5) mandated that the local match and salary cap also
be waived for any additional appropriations the COPS Office received in Fiscal Years
2009 and 2010, thereby providing continued relief from onerous burdens on local law
enforcement.

The Administration and the COPS Office recognize that our pariners in state, local and
tribal government are continuing to face economic woes, but also feel that funding can be
used 1o benefit the largest number of communities through the re-introduction of the local
match. A key ingredient to any successful partnership is sharing responsibility.

In 2012, CHP grants will cover up to 75 percent of the approved entry-level salary and
benefits for three years (36 months) for newly hired, full-ime sworn officer positions
(including filling existing unfunded vacancies) or for rehired officers who have been laid
off, or arg scheduled to be laid off on a specific future date, as a result of local budget
cuts. A minimum 25 percent local cash match is therefore required this year. Under
2012 CHP, there is also a maximum federal contribution of $125,000 per position over
the three-year grant period.

Applicant agencies will have an opportunity to request a waiver of the local match
requirement based on documented severe fiscal distress. Funding for 2012 CHP is
limited, and requests for local match waivers will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

8. In your testimony, you referenced the Community Policing Housing Program in Racine,
‘Wisconsin, where police officers buy homes in high crimes areas, work to reduce crime,
and then resell the homes to families in need. Are there federal programs funding any
aspect of this program?

It’s been nearly 20 years since the Racine Police Department embraced the community
policing philosophy and changed how the organization delivers police services. The
Community Oriented Policing House Program (COP Houses) is a local initiative fully
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funded through local revenues and parinerships. The program began in the 1990s and
continues to be a strong example of community policing in action. Rather than saturating
officers in a crime hot spot, the police department decided to invest in the community by
building its own house and setting an example for the neighborhood. The project was
madc possible by state funding directed towards local initiatives and a partnership with
the Racine Community Outpost, a local non-profit organization.

Throughout the history of the COPS Office, the City of Racine has received only one
hiring grant. This $813,345 grant funded three officers. These officers may have been
assigned to work in the COP Houses, but the COPS Office has not directly funded the
COP Houses, nor has any other federal agency. This is a locally funded and locally
supported initiative.

9, What are the criteria for being classified as a “high risk” grantee?

As of FY 2011, the Department of Justice grant-making components (COPS, OJP, and
the Office on Violence Against Women (OVW)) share one Department of Justice High
Risk Grantee Policy. This means that we now share one DOJ High Risk Grantee List and
use the same criteria for classifying a grantee as high risk. Those criteria are based on the
Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements (28
C.F.R. §§ 66.12 and 70.14) and include the following:

1. Has a history of unsatisfactory performance;

2. Is not financially stable;

3. Has a management system that does not meet the management standards set forth
in C.F.R. § 66.20 (standards for {inancial management systems);

4. Has not conformed to terms and conditions of previous awards; or

5. Is otherwise not responsible.

In applying these criteria to DOJ grants, the components have established four categories
of Automatic High Risk Designations:

1. Grantees with specific types of open audit reports (based on length of time the
report has been open, and/or dellar thresholds of questioned costs);

2. Grantees that have been referred to the U.S. Treasury for offset to collect a debt
owed to DOJ;

3. Grantees that are on the COPS Office Restricted Grantees List (agencies that are
restricted from receiving new COPS grants for a specific period of time as a
remedial action for past noncompliance that could not be remedied through
repayment of funds); and

4. Graniees that have been recommended for suspension or debarment by any DOJ
component or office.

The components may also refer other grantees that do not meet these four specific
“automatic” criteria for consideration as high risk. Referrals for the high risk list are



90

considered collaboratively by the three grant-making components. The criteria for
referrals include when a grantee::

1. Has specific types of open audit reports that do not meet the automatic high risk
thresholds but are otherwise matcrial in amount or significant in nature;

2. Is unresponsive to requests from DOJ to address open audit or monitoring
findings;

3. Has significant noncompliance issues that were identified during the normal grant
administration process;

4. Was the subject of an OIG investigation (as opposed to audit) where the

investigators identified noncompliance issues which require corrective

administrative action;

Is delinquent in submitting a required Single Audit Report;

Has had recurring and significant findings documented in Single Audit Reports;

Was referred to possible high risk designation by an outside federal agency

(including, but not limited to, the Recovery Act Board);

8. Ts not financially stable, or is the subject of concerns regarding performance,
reliability, or risk.

N

2. How many current COPS grantees are classified “high risk™?

There are currently 15 grantees on the DOJ High Risk List that were referred to the list
by the COPS Office. Those 15 grantees each met an “automatic referral category” and
therefore are now on the high risk list, but COPS has not actually made any new awards
to those agencies since their high risk classification.

The COPS Office has made two grant awards to other agencies on the high risk list. In
both cases, the newly awarded funds remain on hold at this time until the high risk
conditions are addressed.

b. What happens to a grantee when classified as “high risk”?

High risk grantees receive additional Special Conditions on any new DOJ grant award.
We have identified three Special Conditions that are mandatory for all high risk grantees,
as well as 12 additional Special Conditions that may be applied based on the specific
factual nature of a grantee’s high risk condition.

The three mandatory Special Conditions include requirements that:

1. The grantee will produce upon request any additional financial or programmatic
documentation related to the award;

2. The grantee agrees that it may be subject to and will cooperate with any additional
financial and/or programmatic monitoring during the award period; and

3. The grantee must attend a DOJ-sponsored financial grant administration training
program (which we now offer free of charge in an on-line format to all DOJ
grantees).
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¢. While on the high risk list, can a current grantee receive new grants?

Grantees that are on the DOJ high-risk list are generally not prohibited from receiving
new grants. However, if a grantee is on the high risk list because it is also on the
Government-wide Suspension and Debarment List, it will not reccive any new grant
awards. This is not the case with any COPS Office high risk grantees at this time.

Additionally, if the grantee is on the high risk list because it is also on the COPS Office
Restricted Grantee list, it may not receive any new COPS grant awards until the restricted
period ends. However, a grantee that is on the COPS Restricted Grantee list may still
receive new awards from QJP and OVW. Any new awards, however, would be subject
to high-risk special conditions and related requirements.

Grantees that are on the high risk list for other reasons may apply for new grant awards,
although depending on the competitive nature of the grant program and the limited
amount of funding available, the grantee’s high risk status and the reasons for its high
risk status certainly may be one factor considered when making discretionary COPS grant
awards.

Grantees on the high risk list that do receive new grant awards may not be able to access
the new grant award funding until they have satisfied their high risk Special Conditions,
depending on which particular Special Conditions attach to their award. Within the
Special Conditions that are applied based on the specific factual circumstances of the
high risk classification, eight are considered “withholding” conditions, which means that
funds for any new grant awards will be “withheld” until the Special Condition is removed
based on graniee remcdial action.

d. What is the justification for awarding additional funds to a “high risk” grantee?

Although the concerns that lead to a grantee being designated as high-risk are obviously
substantial, in most cases they do not rise to the level that would require “debarment or
suspension” from receiving grant funds, if they are otherwise qualificd. Accordingly. the
Department has taken the approach to apply additional conditions, safeguards, and
controls to ensure that funds awarded to “high-risk grantees™ are properly administered,
until the grantee has remedied the concerns and has been removed from high-risk status.
In many cases, withholding special conditions are placed on new awards that prevent the
grantee from spending grant funds until the grantee has remedied the high-risk related
issues.

Additionally, because the three DOJ grant-making components now share one high risk
list, but make grant awards supporting different purposes and activities, it is possible that
a grantee may be classified as high risk for reasons that are unrelated to the type of new
grant that is awarded. For example, a grantee could be placed on the high risk list by
OVW for issues relating to misuse of domestic violence-related funding that was not in
any way administcred, managed, or overseen by the local police department. The COPS
Office may therefore wish to have the option of making a new award for police officer
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hiring to that jurisdiction, since the funding will flow directly to the police department
and be used, administered, and managed for an entirely different purpose by an entitely
different city agency.

Sharing a DOJ-wide list allows COPS, OJP, and OVW to collaborale and discuss these
kinds of decisions 1o ensure thoughtful application of both the policy itself and the
subsequent grant award decisions. We meet at least monthly through a joint Grants
Challenges Working Group, which developed the DOJ-wide High Risk Policy, and
maintain [fequent communication about high risk issucs as they arise. The COPS Office
chairs the Grants Challenges Working Group at this time and communicates regularly
with the Office of Audit, Assessment, and Management (OAAM) at OJP, which manages
the overall high risk process for DOJ.

e. Does your Office have a procedure in place to notify OJP and OVYW when a grantee
is placed on the COPS Office’s high risk list? If so, what is the procedure?

As explained above, we do not maintain a separate COPS Office high risk list, but now
share one DOJ-wide high risk list with OJP and O¥W. In accordance with the policy,
each component has a High Risk Coordinator and High Risk Approving Official who
communicate all high risk designations to OAAM. OAAM coordinates with all three
components to discuss any cross-cutting issues and maintains a DOJ High Risk List
which is regularly updated and shared with the componenis. We also meet regularly
through the Grants Challenges Working Group and discuss any high risk issues
collaboratively through that venue.

f. |duplicate of question “e”]

g. Has your Office referred a high risk grantee for suspension or debarment since you
have been Director?

No, the COPS Office has not referred any grantees for suspension or debarment.

10. There are recent press accounts of state and local Jaw enforcement officers receiving
outrageously generous pensions and benefits. As just one example out of many, a program
in San Francisco allows officers to retire at age 55 with up to 90% of their salary as a
yearly pension, then come back to work as an officer and receive both a full salary and
have deferred retirement payments deposited in an account that guarantees a 4% return.
Upon leaving the department for a second time, the officers receive the so-called retirement
payments that accrued during their second tours of duty as a lump sum. In many cases,
police officers are leaving their second tours of duty with lump sums in the mid-six figures.
A comptroller’s report found that this outragcous program is expected to cost the city an
additional $52 million to re-hire retired officers rather than new recruits. Despite these
benefits, the COPS Office awarded San Francisco with $16 million in hiring grants in 2009
alone.
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Does your Office look at agencies’ pension and benefit plans when deciding whether
to provide grant money? If not, why not?

COPS hiring grants cover the approved entry-level salary and fringe benefits of each
newly-hired and/or rehired, full-time swotn career law enforcement officer over the
three-year (36 month) grant period. CHP grant funding is based on an agency’s current
entry-lavel salary and fringe benefits package for full-time sworn officers; any additional
costs for higher than entry-level salaries and fringe benefits, such as in the example of
San Francisco, are the responsibility of the grantee agency. Accordingly, the COPS
Office does examine all entry-level benefit plans during the application budget review
process,

11. In your testimony you stated that “the mission of the COPS Office is to advance public
safety through community policing.” As you know, the President wants to spend another
$4.25 billion dellars to hirc state and local police officers in fiscal year 2013,

How many officers will $4.25 billien fund? How was this number reached? Is it
based on actual law enforcement needs across the country?

Approximately 25,720 additional officers could be funded with $4.25 billion. The
projection for the number of officers to be funded is based on the prior year average cost
of salaries, including a Cost of Living Adjustment, and factoring in the assumptions for
Fiscal Year 2013 of a continued 25% local match, $125,000 per officer cap, and
estimation of 50% of grants receiving waivers of those cap and match requirements.

Based on our 2009 CHRP solicitation, the actual hiring needs of law enforcement
agencies that applied to our office (7,272 agencies) are in excess of $8 billion.

In a report published by the COPS Office last October based on data and surveys from a
pumber of law enforcement trade associations and research groups, approximately 10,000
law enforcement positions have been lost through layoffs, and hiring freezes in
departments nationwide will leave approximatcly 30,000 positions unfilled. In addition,
an estimated 28,000 officers and deputies faced week-long furloughs. These numbers are
conservative estimates, and never before has the law enforcement field seen layoffs and
furloughs on this scale.

12. It was recently reported the COPS Office will begin an investigative review of the Las
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department’s use of deadly force, and the department’s related
policies and investigative procedures. It is reported this review will begin immediatcly and
last six months or longer, after which the COPS Office will issue a report detailing their
findings and possible recommendations, but the Metropolitan Police Department will not
be bound by these recommendations.

Could you please give us more details on this investigation and report, and tell us
how this fits within the purview of COPS as a grant making office?

10
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The COPS Office, through our Community Policing Development funds, can make an
award for the application of technical assistance to suppert law enforcement efforts
related to high-profile events, major incidents, or disasters identified by the agency. The
COPS Office seeks proposals that demonstrate an applicant’s ability to provide the
guidance; support, and logistics that will be required to deliver technical assistance to
jurisdictions across the nation. The applicant must have a cadre of public safety subject
matter cxperts and irainers that can deliver technical assistance on short notice,
experience working with law enforcement, expertise in conflict resolution, and a
thorough understanding of community policing and other specialized topics. This
assistance will enhance agencies’ ability to work with stakeholders within a community
policing environment, and features a variety of community policing strategies including
(but not limited to) problem solving, community partnerships, organizational
transformation, crime prevention, and community-based approaches.

Through the COPS Critical Response Technical Assistance Program, COPS will provide
the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD}) an opportunity to address the
conceras of the community on use of force. Initiated by the COPS Office, this project
includes an in-depth review of LVMPD police-involved shootings over the past five
years, exploring the circumstances of the shootings to identify common factors and
outcomes. COPS has partnered with a research and analysis agency to review LVMPD’s
policies, procedures, training, tactics, investigative files, and documentation. Some of the
variables to be examined include: fatal and non-fatal incidents, aggravating and
mitigating factors, race and ethnicity, mental state, the number of officers involved, the
number of shots fired, and officer injuries. The analysis of the information will also
incorporate feedback from the community. The planned data review includes interviews
with both LVMPD personnel and community members.

13. The Las Vegas investigation wags announced after calls for the Justicc Department’s
Civil Rights Division to investigate the Metropolitan Police Department.

What expertise does the COPS Office have to investigate the possible misuse of
deadly force? If civil rights abuses are the primary concer, is the DO.J Civil Rights
Division better suited for the project?

As previously mentioned, COPS has partnered with a research and analysis agency to
implement the Critical Response Technical Assistance Program. This cooperative
agreement project will: (1) offer law enforcement agencies access to a range of subject
matter experts who can provide remote and/or in-person guidance on short notice; (2)
develop a tailored approach to the specific needs of the requesting agency; (3) implement
the technical assistance in real time; (4) conduct an analysis to reconstruct the critical
incident to identify how communily oriented policing principles impacted the outcome;
and (5) document each incident to produce annual reports that summarize trends, lessons
learned, and best practices to guide future critical response efforts. This approach will
ensure community engagement, which promotes cooperation and eases tensions during a
critical incident or event.

11



95

The Critical Response Technical Assistance Program will respond to high-profile, law
enforcement-related critical incidents, such as controversial issues relating to ethics and
integrity, natural disasters, acts of terrorism, and officer-involved shootings. These
incidents will be identified by the COPS Office, which will work with our research
provider to develop a technical assistance response plan. Technical assistance may
include on-site assistance, subject matter expert referrals, and providing other relevant
resources as necessary. The final deliverable for this program is an after-action report to
COPS on each incident. These after-action reports serve not only the agencies included
in each review, but evolve into best practices for any agency’s use.

The review and technical assistance provided by the COPS Office is separate from any
action that might be taken by the Civil Rights Division. The Civil Rights Division will
determine independently whether a pattern or practice investigation is warranted pursuant
to its authority. At the same time, the Civil Rights Division will be kept fully informed
of the work of the COPS Office, and the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department has
agreed that all technical assistance, findings and recommendations of the COPS Office
will be made available to the Civil Rights Division.
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